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I .  SUMMARY 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  sponsored  by  Norland  Properties  of  San  Francisco, 
building  developers,  owners,  and  managers.    The  sponsor  proposes  to  build  a 
22-story  office  building  containing  about  264,6  00  gross  square  feet. 
Street-level  retail  space  and  an  enclosed  garden  and  pedestrian  area  which 
would  provide  a  link  in  an  interior  block  pedestrian  walk  would  be  developed. 
Parking  for  22  vehicles  would  be  provided  in  the  basement  area. 

The  project  site  contains  18,900  square  feet  and  is  137.5  feet  by  137.5  feet. 
The  building  would  measure  125  feet  by  109  feet  and  would  have  a  Floor  Area 
Ratio  of  14  to  1.    The  site  fronts  on  Main  Street  opposite  the  Main  street 
freeway  off-ramp  and  the  33-story  Pacific  Gateway  Building  which  is  now  under 
construction.    New  office  buildings  are  proposed  on  either  side  of  the  project 
and  are  currently  undergoing  environmental  review.    An  18-story  building  is 
nearing  completion  at  the  rear  of  the  site. 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

The  project  would  require  demolition  of  two  two-story  buildings  which  are 
presently  on  the  site.    The  project  would  comply  with  the  basic  use,  height, 
and  bulk  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  with  the  current  moratorium 
on  the  use  of  floor  area  bonuses. 


1 


I .  Summary 


The  project  would  be  visible  in  the  City  skyline  as  seen  from  the  east  --  the 
Bay  Bridge  and  Verba  Buena  Island  --  and  from  the  south  --  Rincon  Hill  and 
Potrero  Hill.    The  project  would  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views  now  available 
to  the  public,  but  it  would  block  some  views  from  neighboring  buildings. 

The  project  would  create  more  extended  shadow  patterns  than  those  caused  by 
the  buildings  existing  on  the  site,  but  many  would  be  coterminous  with  shadows 
cast  by  proposed  neighboring  buildings. 

The  project  would  result  in  demolition  of  approximately  30,000  gross  square 
feet  of  light  industrial  space  in  which  blue-collar  workers  are  employed  and 
add  248,000  net  square  feet  of  office  space.    A  printing  firm  occupying  most 
of  the  site,  and  employing  70  persons,  is  planning  to  move  its  employees  three 
and  one-half  blocks  from  the  site  without  regard  to  whether  the  project  would 
be  built  or  not.    About  five  employees  would  be  displaced  from  the  remainder 
of  the  site.    The  project  would  accommodate  about  1,070  jobs.    About  231  San 
Francisco  households  would  be  generated  by  the  project.    The  project  would 
require  about  270  person- years  of  construction  labor. 

The  project  would  directly  generate  about  280  Muni  trips  during  the  evening 
peak  hour  and  about  1,400  trips  daily.    Regional  transit  systems  would  have 
about  340  additional  peak-hour  trips  generated  directly  by  the  project. 
Pedestrian  traffic  generated  by  the  project  would  contribute  to  a  cumulative 
total  that  would  exceed  the  crosswalk  capacities  at  the  Mission  and  Main 
Streets  intersection  during  the  peak  hour.    The  22-stall  garage  would 
accommodate  up  to  175  short-term  parkers  per  day  of  which  15  trips  would  occur 
during  the  peak  hours.    Main  Street  in  the  project  block  would  operate  at  10 
to  15  percent  of  vehicular  capacity  during  the  peak  hour. 

Other  project-related  impacts  would  be  generally  typical  of  most  Downtown 
office  projects.    Noise  effects  would  occur  during  construction,  primarily 
from  piledriving.    Project  construction  and  operation  would  result  in 
increased  energy  consumption,  but  the  project  would  be  energy  efficient, 
exceeding  minimum  State  standards  for  energy  conservation  by  about  ten 
percent.    Geotechnic  and  seismic  constraints  that  apply  to  the  project  would 
be  resolved  through  implementation  of  engineering  and  design  measures 
recommended  by  the  project  soils  engineer. 
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CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS  OF  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT 

The  proposed  project,  together  with  other  major  downtown  office  buildings 
under  construction  or  proposed,  would  add  approximately  11  million  gross 
square  feet  to  the  50  million  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  that  now 
exists  in  the  City.    This  development  would  continue  a  trend  of  regional 
growth  in  service-sector  and  office  headquarters  activities. 

Traffic  due  to  cumulative  downtown  development  would  exacerbate  peak  hour 
conditions  at  the  Mission-Main  and  Mission-Beale  intersections  near  the 
project.    Cumulative  parking  demand  would  be  greater  than  the  available  supply 
of  spaces,  eliminating  the  existing  seven  percent  vacancy  rate  within  2,000 
feet  of  the  project.    Increases  in  demand  for  public  transportation  services 
would  result  in  a  spreading  of  the  peak-of-the-peak  ridership  conditions  on 
most  carriers,  with  increased  incidents  of  overloading  most  likely  to  occur  on 
Muni,  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses,  and  on  BART  transbay  trains. 

MAJOR  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  include  the  following: 

The  project  would  provide  a  link  in  the  mid-block  pedestrian  walkway 
recommended  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  project  would  remove  old  sidewalk  elevators  which  obstructed 
pedestrian  flows. 

The  project  would  provide  a  three-story-high  entrance  court  and  a 
glass-covered  rear  garden  area  which  would  be  landscaped  and  provide 
passive  recreation  for  project  occupants  and  the  public. 

The  project  height  of  22  stories  would  provide  a  transition  oetween  30-  to 
43-story  buildings  to  the  north  and  northwest  and  13-story  and  lower 
buildings  to  the  southeast. 
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The  project  would  have  upper-level  setbacks  and  a  top-floor  terrace  to 
avoid  a  box-like  appearance. 

Housing  mitigation  measures,  as  required  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
and  agreed  to  by  the  sponsors,  would  be  provided  at  other  locations. 

The  project  sponsor  would  participate  proportionately  in  whatever  legal 
means  is  adopted  finally  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  contribute  to 
transit  development  and  improvement. 

The  project  would  provide  parking  for  bicycles,  mopeds,  and  handicapped 
persons  and  preferential  parking  for  carpools  and  vanpools. 

A  transportation  broker  would  be  designated  to  develop  and  implement  a 
transportation  management  program. 

The  project  would  be  designed  to  affix  eyebolts  to  the  building  for  the 
suspension  of  Muni  overhead  trolley  wires. 

Holes  for  piles  would  be  preaugured  to  reduce  noise  impacts. 

Mitigation  measures  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor  include: 

Alternatives  to  the  energy  system  are  being  analyzed  to  determine  if 
greater  energy  efficiency  could  be  achieved. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The  following  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  in 
Section  Mil  of  this  report: 

A.  "No  project",  and  locating  the  project  in  Oakland. 

B.  Provision  of  the  full  housing  requirement,  under  current  formulas  and 
controls,  on  the  site. 
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Provision  of  some  residential  units  on  the  site,  under  current 
formulas  and  controls,  while  retaining  the  maximum  amount  of  office 
space . 

Provision  of  the  full  housing  requirement  on  the  site  under 
regulations  proposed  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development. 

Provision  of  some  housing  on  the  site,  while  retaining  the  maximum 
amount  of  office  space,  under  regulations  proposed  in  Guiding 
Downtown  Development. 

Provision  of  maximum  office  space  without  housing  under  regulations 
proposed  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development. 
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II .    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.    LOCATION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  proposed  22-story  office  building  would  be  located  on  the  east  side  of 
Main  Street  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets.    The  site  is  in  the  C-3-0 
(Downtown  Office)  Use  District  and  the  400-1  Height  and  Bulk  District  and 
occupies  Lots  12  and  13  in  Assessor's  Block  3717.    The  site  is  137.5  feet  by 
137.5  feet  and  contains  18,906.25  square  feet.    (See  Figures  1  and  2.) 

The  site  is  in  an  area  in  which  three  office  buildings  are  under  construction 
and  four  are  in  various  stages  of  environmental  review  in  addition  to  the 
project.    The  buildings  under  construction  are  the  18-story  150  Spear  Street 
Building  located  at  the  rear  of  the  project  site,  the  33-story  Pacific  Gateway 
Building  located  opposite  the  site  on  the  west  side  of  Main  Street  and  the 
south  side  of  Mission  Street,  and  the  12-story  Federal  Reserve  Bank  Building 
located  north  of  Mission  Street  between  Main  and  Spear  Streets,  fronting  on 
Market  Street.    Buildings  being  planned  in  the  project  block  include  the 
25-story  Mission-Main  Building  on  the  parcels  north  of  the  project  site,  the 
2(>-story  101  Mission  Street  Building  at  the  corner  of  Spear  and  Mission 
Streets  which  has  been  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  on  August  27, 
1981  by  Resolution  No.  9122/1/,  and  the  19-story  Spear-Main  Building  on  the 
vacant  site  south  of  the  proposed  project,  all  of  which  are  in  Block  3717. 
Another  building  is  planned  at  201  Spear  Street  on  the  southeast  corner  of 
Spear  and  Howard  Streets. 
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II.    Project  Description 

The  project  site  contains  two  two-story  buildings.    One  is  a  brick  building  at 
115  Main  Street,  formerly  used  as  a  warehouse.    The  second,  at  135  Main 
Street,  is  a  concrete  structure  occupied  by  a  printing  processor  whose 
employees  will  be  relocated  three  and  one-half  blocks  from  the  site.  (See 
Figure  3.)    These  buildings  would  be  removed  by  the  project. 

B.  OBJECTIVES  OF  THE  PROJECT  SPONSOR 

#    The  proposed  project  is  sponsored  by  Norland  Properties,  building  developers, 
owners,  and  managers,  whose  objective  is  to  obtain  a  return  on  capital 
invested  in  constructing  and  renting  space  in  an  office  building  in  downtown 
San  Francisco.    The  project  is  proposed  at  this  time  to  help  meet  the  market 
demand  for  office  space  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    It  is  the  intent  of  the 
sponsors  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code  in  effect  at 
the  date  of  filing  an  amended  site  permit  application  for  the  project,  on 
October  23,  1981,  which  include  a  prohibition  on  the  use  of  bonuses  described 
in  Section  126  of  the  Code./2/    The  project  architect  is  the  firm  of  Robinson 
Mills  and  Williams,  San  Francisco.    Robert  P.  Teubner,  AIA,  is  their  project 
manager. 

C.  SITE  AND  BUILDING  PLAN 

The  proposed  building  would  be  about  340  feet  high  and  contain  22  stories. 
The  building  would  measure  125  feet  along  Main  Street  and  would  be  109  feet 
deep.    The  building  would  contain  about  264,600  gross  square  feet  of  floor 
area,  of  which  3,000  to  4,000  would  be  retail,  and  would  have  a  Floor  Area 
Ratio  of  14  to  1./3/ 

The  building  would  be  flush  with  the  property  line  along  the  Main  Street 
frontage.    It  would  be  set  back  12.5  feet  from  the  southerly  property  line  in 
order  to  provide  an  air  space  between  it  and  the  19-story  Spear-Main  Building 
proposed  on  the  adjoining  parcel  which  would  be  set  back  ten  feet  from  the 
side  property  line.    The  rear  facade  of  the  building  would  be  23.5  feet  from 
the  easterly  property  line,  providing  a  total  air  space  of  33.5  feet  between 
it  and  the  150  Spear  Street  Building  which  is  under  construction.  (See 
Figure  4.) 
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II.    Project  Description 


The  Main  Street  base  of  the  building  would  consist  of  a  covered  three-story 
entrance  courtyard  with  landscaped  areas  sloping  upward  on  either  side  of  the 
entry.    Creeping  fig  or  a  similar  vine  would  partially  cover  the  sides  of  the 
walls  on  the  three  enclosed  sides  of  the  courtyard  up  to  the  top  of  the  third 

#  story.    (See  Figure  4A.)    The  building  would  have  a  curtain  wall  of 
energy-efficient  tinted  green  glass  in  front  and  in  back  with  floor-to-ceiling 
windows.    Spandrels  between  floors  on  the  Main  Street  frontage  would  have  a 
strip  of  copper  or  similar  ornamental  metal  embedded  in  precast  concrete 
panels.    The  metal  would  develop  a  distinctive  blue-green  patina  through 
weathering.    The  rounded  roof  of  the  mechanical  penthouse  above  the  22nd  floor 
also  would  be  covered  with  an  ornamental  metal. 

On  the  right  side  of  the  base  facade  a  ramp  with  a  13  percent  slope  would  be 
provided  leading  to  22  parking  spaces  in  the  basement,  including  one  stall  for 
handicapped  drivers  and  a  loading  area  for  vans  near  the  freight  elevator. 
Six  spaces  for  bicycles  or  mopeds  would  also  be  provided.    (See  Figure  5.)  On 
the  left  side  of  the  Main  Street  base  facade  there  would  be  an  entrance  to  an 
enclosed  35-foot-deep  loading  dock  which  would  have  direct  access  to  a  freight 
elevator.    On  the  south  side  of  the  building  an  unenclosed  loading  space  25 

•  feet  deep  would  be  located.    The  loading  dock  would  have  direct  access  to 
interior  elevators.    The  remainder  of  the  sideyard  space  at  the  rear  of  the 
loading  dock  would  be  landscaped. 

The  pedestrian  entrance  from  the  courtyard  would  open  to  the  lobby,  which 
would  have  two  elevator  cores  serving  the  lower  or  upper  floors,  retail  space, 
and  a  glass-covered  garden  at  the  rear  of  the  site  which  would  be  visually 
open  to  the  sky  for  a  depth  of  28.5  feet.    The  area  would  be  incorporated  into 
a  midblock  pedestrian  way  traversing  the  properties  to  the  south  and  north  of 
-  the  site,  which  are  now  proposed  for  new  development,  and  would  provide  a 
connecting  link.    Provision  of  a  north-south  pedestrian  way  in  this  block  was 
proposed  and  requested  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  second  floor,  overlooking  the  entry  garden  and  the  rear  garden,  would  be 
used  for  offices.    The  third  floor  would  be  the  mechanical  floor.    The  main 
body  of  the  building  would  contain  19  levels  of  office  space.    (See  Figures  6 
and  7) . 
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FIGURE  4A:  Model  of  Entrance  to  Project 
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II.    Project  Description 


The  building  would  have  side  windows  on  the  south  side  facing  the  proposed 
Spear-Main  Building.    The  tiers  of  side  windows  nearest  Main  Street  and 
nearest  the  rear  facade  would  have  tinted  glass  to  provide  a  design  accent. 
The  top  office  floor  would  have  corner  terraces  on  the  east  side  of  the 
building  and  would  be  set  back  from  the  wall  of  the  floors  below  (see  Figure 
8).    A  sloping  wall  would  extend  from  this  floor  to  the  mechanical  penthouse. 
This  would  form  a  distinctive  silhouette  for  the  building  when  seen  from  the 
Bay  Bridge,  the  Bay,  or  nearby  buildings  (see  Figure  9,  page  18).    The  north 
wall  of  the  building  would  be  one  foot  from  the  property  line  adjoining  the 
proposed  25-story,  360-feet  high,  Mission-Main  Building.    It  would  contain  no 
windows  except  next  to  the  Main  Street  corner  of  the  building  where  a  setback 
would  be  matched  by  the  Mission-Main  Building  as  proposed  (see  Figure  10, 
page  19). 

No  prime  tenants  have  been  identified  for  the  new  office  space.    It  is 
anticipated  that  the  building  would  attract  professional  and  institutional 
users. 

D.    PROJECT  SCHEDULE  AND  COST 

Environmental  review  and  detailed  project  design  are  expected  to  be  completed 
by  the  spring  of  1982.    Following  permit  approvals,  demolition,  site 
clearance,  and  excavation  are  expected  to  require  12  weeks,  foundation 
preparation  19  weeks,  steel  erection  20  to  25  weeks,  exterior  finishing  30 
weeks,  and  interior  finishing,  including  electrical  and  mechanical  work,  two 
weeks    per  floor.    Initial  occupancy  is  expected  in  early  1984. 

Total  replacement  costs,  in  1981  dollars,  are  estimated  to  be  $50,000,000. 
This  cost  includes  indirect  costs  such  as  interest,  taxes,  financing,  leasing, 
management,  fees  for  architects,  engineers  and  others,  land  costs,  and  tenant 
improvements . 
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II.    Project  Description 


The  project  complies  with  the  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code  currently 
in  effect  and  therefore  requires  no  conditional  use  authorization  and  no 
variances  to  the  Planning  Code.    The  project  would  be  subject  to  review  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  in  accordance  with  its  Resolution  8474/4/  requiring 
its  discretionary  review  of  all  projects  in  the  Downtown  area.  Following 
certification  of  this  EIR  as  adequate,  accurate,  and  objective  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission,  the  project  sponsor  would  obtain  a  demolition  permit  from 
the  Central  Permit  Bureau  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  followed  by  a 
building  permit  or  permits  administratively  approved  for  compliance  with  fire, 
electrical,  building,  and  other  pertinent  City  codes,  and  with  conditions 
established  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  its  discretionary  review. 


NOTES  -  Project  Description 

/I/  The  101  Mission  Building  was  under  review  when  the  analyses  were  made  for 
this  report.    Therefore,  it  is  included  in  the  category  of  projects  under 
review  rather  than  projects  under  construction  in  references  to  the  two 
categories  of  projects  used  throughout  this  report. 

Ill  An  interim  prohibition  of  the  use  of  such  bonuses  was  enacted  by  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  by  Ordinance  No.  240-80,  effective  July  1,  1980. 

/3/  Floor  Area  Ratio  (F.A.R.)  is  the  ratio  of  floor  area  to  lot  area.  The 
permitted  F.A.R.  in  the  C-3-0  district  is  14:1. 

/4/  January  17,  1980. 
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III.    Environmental  Setting 


III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  project  site  is  in  an  area  south  of  Market  Street  which  has  been 
undergoing  a  transition  since  the  early  1970s  from  small-scale,  low-rise 
commercial  and  service  buildings  and  warehouses  to  high-rise  and  medium-rise 
office  buildings.    This  recent  trend,  in  response  to  office  demand,  has 
resulted  in  an  extension  of  the  Financial  District  southward  from  Market 
Street  to  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets.    Assessor's  Block  3717,  in  which  the 
project  site  is  located,  is  undergoing  such  a  transition  with  an  eight-story, 
1 09-feet-hi gh,  and  a  13-story,  160-feet-hi gh  office  building  completed  on 
Howard  Street,  an  18-story,  240-f eet-h igh  building  under  construction  at  150 
Spear  Street,  and  four  buildings,  including  the  project,  in  various  phases  of 
planning  and  environmental  review. 

The  project  site  is  occupied  by  a  two-story  brick  warehouse  at  115  Main  Street 
and  a  two-story  concrete  structure  at  135  Main  Street  which  is  occupied  by  a 
printing  processor.    The  building  at  115  Main  street  is  vacant  on  the  ground 
level  and  is  occupied  by  a  picture  frame  warehouse  above.    Bordering  the  site 
to  the  north  and  fronting  on  Mission  Street  are  a  row  of  two-story 
structures.    A  restaurant  occupies  a  brick  building  at  199  Mission  Street  at 
the  corner  of  Main  Street.-  A  vacant  concrete  building  formerly  used  by  a 
travel  agency  is  located  at  151  Mission  Street.    A  vacant  lot  separates  the 
vacant  building  from  a  liquor  store  which  occupies  a  brick  structure  at 
131  Mission  Street.    Next  to  the  liquor  store  is  a  two-story  building  occupied 
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III.    Environmental  Setting 


by  a  restaurant  and,  until  recently,  a  ski  shop.    The  occupants  have  been 
given  lease  termination  notices;  some  have  moved  to  other  locations  in  the 
City  and  one  has  moved  to  San  Rafael.    The  proposed  25-story,  360-feet-high 
Mission-Main  Building  {81.183E),  if  approved,  would  replace  the  structures 
housing  these  uses. 

Northeast  of  the  site  at  101  Mission  Street,  at  the  corner  of  Mission  and 
Spear  Streets,  is  the  site  of  the  proposed  2  0-story,  273-feet-hi gh  101  Mission 
Street  Building  (EE  79.236)  which  was  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
on  August  27,  1981,  by  Resolution  No.  9122.    The  four-story  brick  building 
previously  on  the  site  has  been  demolished.    One  parcel  to  the  rear  of  the 
project  site  is  covered  by  a  four-story  brick  building  with  a  restaurant  and 
florist  at  the  street  level  and  office  uses  on  the  upper  floors.  This 
building  has  been  rehabilitated  and  is  the  only  old  building  on  the  block  not 
proposed  for  replacement.    South  of  the  project  site  is  a  vacant  parcel 
proposed  as  the  site  for  the  19-story,  24  0- feet-high  Spear-Main  office 
building  (EE  80.349) . 

Opposite  the  site  is  the  Main  Street  freeway  off-ramp  and  the  33-story  Pacific 
Gateway  Building  which  is  under  construction.    North  of  the  project  block  is 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  under  construction;  the  three  office  buildings  of 
One  Market  Plaza  and  the  three  buildings  of  the  P.G.&E.  complex  are  on  either 
side  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank.    Immediately  south  of  the  project  block  are 
three  office  buildings  of  which  two  are  on  Main  Street  (201  and  221  Main 
Street).    An  office  building  is  planned  at  201  Spear  Street  on  the  southeast 
corner  of  Spear  and  Howard  Streets  where  a  parking  lot  is  located.    See  Figure 
2,  page  8,  and  Figure  11. 

The  Rincon  Post  Office  Annex  occupies  the  entire  block  east  of  the  project 
block,  bounded  by  Spear,  Mission,  Steuart,  and  Howard  Streets.    The  southern 
half  of  that  block  is  devoted  to  post  office  vehicle  loading  and  parking, 
including  long-distance  over-the-road  trucks.    The  plan  for  the  Rincon 
Point-South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area,  which  includes  this  block,  recommends  a 
mixed  office  and  housing  use  of  this  block  when  the  postal  service  activities 
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III.    Environmental  Setting 

are  moved  to  the  India  Basin  Industrial  Park.    The  block  east  of  Steuart 
Street  between  The  Embarcadero,  Mission,  and  Howard  Streets  --  the  East  Street 
Row  --  contains  smaller  and  lower  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  three  to 
nine  stories.    Among  these  is  the  Audiffred  Building,  a  designated  City 
landmark  which  is  being  restored  after  a  fire,  and  The  Embarcadero  YMCA.  This 
block  is  not  in  the  Redevelopment  Area;  the  Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan, 
adopted  as  a  part  of  the  Master  Plan  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  by 
Resolutions  8481,  8596,  and  8781,  recommends  retention  of  existing  buildings 
in  the  block  and  infilling  with  buildings  of  a  similar  scale  for  office  and 
housing  use  above  ground  level  retail  uses.    The  block  is  limited  to  a  height 
of  84  feet. 

The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Commercial-Downtown  Office)  zoning  district 
as  defined  in  Section  210.3  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (see  Figure  12). 

Buildings  in  the  C-3-0  zoning  district  are  allowed  a  basic  Floor  Area  Ratio 
(F.A.R.)  of  14:1,  which  for  this  project  would  be  264,688  square  feet.  The 
project  site  is  in  the  400-1  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see  Figure  13,  page  26) 
in  which  the  maximum  permitted  building  height  is  400  feet.    Above  a  height  of 
150  feet  the  maximum  permitted  building  length  is  170  feet  and  the  maximum 
permitted  diagonal  dimension  is  200  feet. 

B.    VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

The  visual  setting  of  the  site  is  dominated  in  all  directions  by  new  office 
buildings  and  heavy  construction  activities,  and  opposite  the  site  by 
vehicular  traffic  on  the  Bay  Bridge-Bayshore  Freeway  Main  Street  off-ramp. 
The  two-story  buildings  on  the  site  reflect  the  small  scale  of  pre-1970 
buildings  once  common  in  the  area.    One  building,  a  plain  concrete  structure, 
has  been  updated  by  the  use  of  awnings;  the  other,  a  red-brick  building,  shows 
disuse,  with  the  ground  floor  boarded  up  and  inaccessible  (see  Figure  3, 
page  10).    A  similar  building  of  the  same  height  is  on  the  Main  and  Mission 
corner  parcel,  extending  from  the  site  to  Mission  Street.    The  parcel  south  of 
the  site  was  used  as  a  construction  staging  area  for  the  150  Spear  Street 
Building  and  is  now  a  temporary  commercial  parking  lot.    The  sidewalk  paving 
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III.    Environmental  Setting 


on  Main  Street  is  variable  in  type  of  material  and  in  quality,  the  poorest 
being  at  old  buildings  and  construction  sites.    Sidewalk  elevators  which  once 
served  basement  areas  are  no  longer  in  use.    Unmarked  diagonal  parking  at  the 
site  tends  to  spill  onto  the  sidewalk  area.    Landscaping  at  the  freeway 
off-ramp  opposite  the  site  consists  of  weeds  next  to  a  concrete  wall  and  a 
cyclone  fence.    In  general,  pedestrian  amenities  are  minimal  at  the  project 
site  and  in  the  vicinity. 

Because  the  buildings  on  the  site  are  two  stories  in  height  they  cannot  be 
seen  from  a  distance.    They  are  most  visible  from  the  freeway  off-ramp  and 
comprise  a  part  of  the  intown  view  first  encountered  by  Bay  Bridge  and  freeway 
users  entering  the  City  at  that  point. 

SUNLIGHT  AND  SHADOW  PATTERNS 

Existing  shadow  patterns  within  and  surrounding  the  project  block  are 
dominated  by  the  Borel  Building  at  Spear  and  Howard  Streets,  the  150  Spear 
Street  Office  Building,  and  the  Kemper  Building  at  Howard  and  Main  Streets. 
At  present,  portions  of  Main  Street  and  Mission  Street  are  shaded  from  early 
morning  to  mid-morning  during  all  seasons  of  the  year.    From  mid-morning  to 
mid-afternoon  portions  of  Mission  street  and  Spear  Street  are  shaded  at  all 
seasons  of  the  year.    From  mid-afternoon  to  evening,  portions  of  Spear  Street 
are  shaded  at  all  seasons  of  the  year.    Portions  of  Steuart  Street  are  also 
shaded  from  mid-afternoon  to  evening  during  the  autumn,  winter,  and  spring 
months.    (See  Figures  20,  22,  and  24,  pages  63,  65,  and  67.) 

The  setback  area  on  the  north  side  of  Mission  street  between  Steuart  and  Spear 
Streets  at  the  One  Market  Plaza  office  complex  is  partially  shaded  by  the  150 
Spear  Street  Office  Building  during  the  mid-winter  from  late  morning  to  early 
afternoon. 
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C.    HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  two  buildings  on  the  site  were  not  rated  in  the  cit^ovide  architectural 
survey  conducted  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  1976,  nor  were  they 
included  in  the  area  of  the  survey  conducted  by  the  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage.    They  are  not  included  on  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  list  of  Architectural  and/or  Historically  Significant 
Buildings  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  May  29,  1980. 

•  The  building  at  115  Main  Street  was  reviewed  in  1979  by  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  which  initiated  its  designation  as  a  landmark 
under  the  provisions  of  Article  X  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  Landmarks 
Board  case  report  on  the  Main  Street  Planing  Mill  included  this  Statement  of 
Significance: 

"This  brick  structure  is  an  excellent  example  of  a  turn  of  the  century 
utilitarian  building  type  with  a  facade  which  suggests  its  interior  light 
industrial  use.    The  building  restates  its  pre-fire  character  through  its 
fenestration  and  door  arrangement  which  features  second  level  sliding 
double  doors  and  a  trolly  beam  used  for  hoisting  large  loads  into  the 
second  floor.    Though  this  feature  derives  from  hay  barns,  it  undoubtedly 
also  relates  directly  to  the  planing  mill  function  for  which  it  was 
built.    The  location  of  a  planing  mill  on  this  block  dates  from  the 
1890's,  though  this  building  dates  only  from  1906.    Like  many  postfire 
buildings,  this  one  is  virtually  undecorated,  responding  perhaps  to  the 
immediacy  of  the  moment;  housing  a  vital  construction  industry  necessary 
for  the  reconstruction  of  a  fire-ravaged  city." 

#  The  recommendation  of  the  Landmarks  Board  was  scheduled  for  consideration  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  in  September  1979  but  was  withdrawn.    No  further 
action  was  taken. 
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D.    EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 
EMPLOYMENT  AND  THE  OFFICE  SPACE  MARKET 

The  project  site  provides  employment  for  approximately  75  persons.    Of  these, 
70  are  employed  by  the  printing  company  at  135  Main  Street  and  approximately 
five  are  employed  by  the  picture  framing  business  at  115  Main  Street.    Most  of 
these  jobs  are  in  the  service,  or  "blue  collar,"  category. 

San  Francisco  is  the  major  office  center  in  the  Bay  Area  with  approximately  57 
million  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  (see  Table  1).    During  the  1970s, 
space  in  downtown  office  buildings  was  added  to  at  a  rate  of  about  1.5  million 
square  feet  per  year.    Office  buildings  with  a  total  space  of  approximately  29 
million  square  feet  were  constructed  between  1960  and  1981.    An  additional  7.8 
million  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  added  if  all  the  buildings 
approved  in  1981  and/or  under  construction  were  completed.    An  additional  9.3 
million  square  feet  of  office  space  is  under  review  or  proposed. 

The  largest  employment  growth  in  the  Bay  Area  from  1970  to  1978  occurred  in 
the  office  sector,  which  accounted  for  over  60  percent  of. the  increase  in  the 
total  regional  work  force.    A  total  of  1.2  million  people  in  1978  held  office 
jobs  in  the  Bay  Area,  with  nearly  70  percent  employed  by  firms  serving  the 
local  population.    Over  55  percent  of  the  280,000  office  workers  employed  in 
San  Francisco  worked  for  the  national  or  regional  headquarters  of  firms  that 
serve  a  wider  geographical  area. 
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TABLE  1:  MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  AND  CONVERSION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS 
OF  NOVEMBER  1,  1981,  IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET 


Cumulative 
Cumulative       Total  of  All 
5-Year        Total  of  All  Downtown 
Total  Gross  Sq.      5-Year  Annual        Office  Office 

Year         Ft.  Completed       Total  Average       Bui Idings**     Bui Idings*** 
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b/,  34  0,000 

53,369,000 

Under  Construction 
82/84  5,600,000 

10,(22,000 

2  ,  004  ,  000 

1980-  1984 

(9,0^0,000)* 

(  1 ,8  W,UUU)* 

62,380,000 

b8, 4  09, 000 

Approved 
Projects 

3,113,000 

65,182,000 

61,211,000 

Source:    Department  of  City  Planning  records;  Lu  Blazej. 

*Net,  which  equals  90%  of  gross.    Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor 
of  90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is 
demolished  to  make  land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building. 
**Source:    San  Francisco  Downtown  Zoning  Study,  Working  Paper  No.  1, 
January  1966,  Appendix  Table  1,  Part  1.    For  pre-1965,  data  includes  the  area 
bounded  by  Vallejo,  Franklin,  Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and  The  Embarcadero. 

Also  includes  one-third  of  retail-office  mixed  use.    For  post-1964,  data 
includes  the  entire  city. 

***Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following 
functional  areas:    Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden  Gateway, 
Civic  Center,  South  of  Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined  in  the  cited 
January  1966  report.    For  post- 1964,  the  entire  area  east  of  Franklin  Street 
is  included. 
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In  1981,  annual  rents  in  the  newer  downtown  office  buildings  range  from  about 
$30  to  $40  per  square  foot.    New  office  space  that  will  go  on  the  market  in 
1983  and  1984  is  expected  to  command  annual  rents  of  between  $35  and  $45  per 
square  foot.    As  of  December  1981,  the  vacancy  rate  in  downtown  office 
buildings  was  estimated  to  be  0.36%. /I/    Low  vacancy  rates  coupled  with 
rapidly  rising  rents  suggest  that  the  supply  of  new  office  space  in  San 
Francisco  has  not  kept  pace  with  demand. 

The  shortage  of  office  space  in  San  Francisco  may  have  caused  some  potential 
users  of  San  Francisco  office  space  to  locate  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area.  In 
addition,  cheaper  space  in  outlying  areas  is  attracting  companies  that  do  not 
need  a  San  Francisco  location  or  that  can  shift  support  functions  out  of  the 
City. 

THE  HOUSING  MARKET 

A  description  of  regional  and  San  Francisco  housing  characteristics  is 
included  in  the  Five  Fremont  Center  Final  EIR  (EE. 80. 268,  Certification  Date 
March  12,  1981),  pp.  37-44.    This  report  is  available  for  public  review  at  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  St.,  Room  319,  and  is  hereby 
incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR  pursuant  to  Section  15149  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  guidelines.    Information  on  the 
housing  stock  includes  amount,  growth  factors,  vacancy  rates  and  purchase  and 
rental  costs.    Both  regional  and  San  Francisco  housing  stock  are  characterized 
by  low  growth,  low  vacancy  rates  and  high  purchase  and  rental  costs  in 
relation  to  typical  wages  paid.    These  factors  combined  have  tended  to 
constrict  the  supply  and  af fordabi 1 ity  of  housing  in  San  Francisco. 

FISCAL  FACTORS 

The  project  site  consists  of  two  parcels  in  Assessor's  Block  3717.  The 
assessed  value  of  these  properties  in  fiscal  year  1980-1981  was  $146,292.  At 
the  1980-81  property  tax  rate  of  $4.92  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation,  the 
property  yielded  about  $7,200  in  property  tax  revenues, 72/  distributed  as 
shown  in  Table  2. 
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TABLE  2:    DISTRIBUTION  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  REVENUES  FROM  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IN 
1980-81* 


Agency 


1980-81  Tax  Rate  Percent 
(Dollars  per  $100  of  Assessed  Value)  of  Total 


City  and  County  of  San 

Francisco  $4.16  2  099 
S.F.  Unified  School  District  and 

S.F.  Community  College  District  0.401258 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 

District  0.008342 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  0.348301 


84.60 
8.15 

.17 

7.08 


Revenues 

$6,090 

587 

12 
510 


TOTAL 


$4.92 


1  00. 00 


$7,199 


*Based  on  Assessed  Valuation  of  $146,292  and  the  1980-81  composite  tax  rate  of 
$4.92  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Tax  Collector's  Office 


Average  annual  earnings  of  the  75  employees  at  the  site  in  early  1981  are 
estimated  to  have  been  $2 5, 000. /3/    At  the  1980-81  payroll  rate  of  1.5  percent 
of  total  earnings,  the  site  is  estimated  to  generate  about  $28,000  in  payroll 
taxes  to  the  City. 

The  total  general  fund  revenues  derived  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  from  the  sales  tax,  payroll  tax,  and  utility  users'  tax  were  about 
$40,000  from  the  site  in  1980-81  . 

The  City  incurs  costs  in  providing  services  to  the  existing  buildings  and 
their  occupants.    Police,  fire,  and  general  government  expenditures  are 
supported  primarily  by  the  General  Fund.    Most  street  maintenance,  street 
improvement,  and  traffic  control  costs  are  supported  by  other  revenue  sources 
such  as  fees,  fines,  and  federal  and  state  aid. 
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NOTES  -  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

IM  Coldwell  Banker,  Office  Building  Vacancy  Index,  December  28,  1981. 

in  John  Dilg,  San  Francisco  Tax  Collector's  Office,  telephone  communication, 
July  23,  1981. 

/3/  Based  on  prevailing  union  scale  at  JPP  Graphic  Arts  Center,  135  Main 
Street,  Frankland  L.  Cutshall,  telephone  communication,  November  5,  1981. 

E.  TRANSPORTATION 
TRANSIT 

The  project  site  is  served  by  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  electric 
trolley  and  motor  coach  lines,  and  by  light  rail  vehicle  lines  which  serve  the 
Embarcadero  Station  of  the  Muni  Metro  system  in  the  Market  Street  subway  one 
block  north  of  the  project  site.    Of  the  76  Muni  routes,  40  lines  serve  the 
area  within  2,000  feet  of  the  site.    Routes  of  Muni  lines  and  the  location  of 
the  subway  station  in  the  more  immediate  project  vicinity  are  shown  in  Figure 
14. 

Regional  service  is  provided  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  District  (BART)  from  the  Embarcadero  Station,  and  by  Alameda-Contra 
Costa  (A-C)  Transit  District  motor  coaches  from  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal 
located  at  Mission  and  First  Streets  about  700  feet  west  of  the  project  site. 
Peninsula  service  is  provided  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Transportation  Company 
(SP)  from  a  train  terminal  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets,  and  by  the  San 
Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans)  which  has  bus  routes  and  stops  along 
various  streets  in  the  area,  including  Mission  Street,  as  well  as  transfer 
connections  at  the  Daly  City  BART  station. 

The  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District  (Golden  Gate 
Transit)  provides  peak-period  bus  service  to  and  from  Marin  and  Sonoma 
counties  from  a.m.  stops  on  Battery  Street  and  First  Street  near  Market 
Street,  and  p.m.  stops  on  Fremont  Street,  two  blocks  west  of  the  project,  and 
on  Pine  and  Sansome  Streets,  three  blocks  northwest  of  the  site.    It  also 
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provides  all-day  service  from  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal,  and  from  stops 
along  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets.    Golden  Gate  Transit  provides  ferry  service 
to  terminals  in  Larkspur  and  Sausalito  from  the  Ferry  Building,  and  Harbor 
Carriers,  Inc.  provides  service  to  Tiburon. 

Golden  Gate  Transit  also  operates  a  van  pooling  program  to  North  Bay  areas  not 
served  by  existing  motor  coach  routes.    The  RIDES  car  pooling  program, 
operated  under  the  auspices  of  a  nonprofit,  publicly  funded  corporation, 
provides  consulting  and  matching  services  to  help  establish  Bay  Area  van  and 
car  pools.    Also,  independently  owned  and  operated  jitneys  operate  on  Mission 
Street  during  peak  traffic  hours. 

Muni  has  established  a  maximum  load  factor  by  type  of  vehicle  which  allows 
standees,  and  which  is  used  as  a  basis  for  its  scheduling  of  peak-hour  trips 
on  each  route.    The  maximum  passenger  load  under  the  standards  ranges  from  144 
percent  to  220  percent  of  seated  capacity.    For  most  motor  coaches,  for 
example,  the  maximum  load  factor  is  150  percent  of  the  seated  capacity,  or 
half  as  many  standing  passengers  as  seated  passengers.    Loadings  in  excess  of 
the  maximum  standards  increase  passenger  loading  times,  adversely  affect 
schedule  adherence,  and  provide  a  low  level  of  passenger  comfort.    Some  Muni 
lines  serving  the  site  area  operate  with  outbound  passenger  loading  in  excess 
of  the  standard  maximum  load  factor.    On  these  congested  lines  many  vehicles 
leave  the  Downtown  area  with  little  or  no  available  standing  room. /I/ 

In  addition  to  Muni,  SamTrans  and  BART  exceed  their  seated  capacities  during 
peak  hours  but  operate  at  less  than  100  percent  of  total  capacity.    The  other 
transit  agencies  are  operating  during  their  peak  hours  at  less  than  100 
percent  of  their  seated  capacity.    Although  the  other  agencies  operate  at  less 
than  seated  capacity  during  a  one-hour  period,  specific  routes  experience 
loadings  in  excess  of .seated  capacity  for  periods  from  5  to  30  minutes  during 
the  peak  hour.    In  the  experience  of  most  agencies,  the  p.m.  peak  is  more 
intense  than  the  a.m.  peak. 
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Among  measures  adopted  by  the  City  to  improve  transit  service  is  the 
designation  of  some  streets  as  transit  preferential  streets  where  transit  is 
given  priority.    In  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  Market  and  Mission  Streets  are 
so  designated  in  the  Transit  Preferential  Streets  Plan  of  the  Transportation 
Element  of  the  Master  Plan.    Two  blocks  east  of  the  site,  Steuart  Street 
between  Market  and  Mission  Streets  is  so  designated,  and  Fremont  Street,  two 
blocks  west  of  the  site,  is  similarly  designated.    The  principal  measure  now 
in  effect  on  one  of  the  transit  preferential  streets  in  the  area  is  the  marked 
designation  of  exclusive  bus  (diamond)  lanes  and  the  prohibition  of  left  turns 
on  Mission  Street  west  of  Beale  Street.    Mission  Street  carries  six  Muni  lines 
in  the  project  vicinity,  of  which  one  has  limited  stops  (14GL)  and  one  is 
express  (14X)  (see  Figure  14,  page  33).    (Due  to  a  shortage  of  operable  buses, 
the  14GL  line  was  discontinued  temporarily  in  October  1981.) 

Of  the  other  street  segments  bordering  the  project  block  only  Main  Street 
carries  Muni  routes.    These  are  the  41  Union  line  which  serves  North  Beach, 
Russian  Hill,  and  Cow  Hollow,  and  the  SOX  line,  the  Gateway  Express,  which 
provides  express  service  between  the  Southern  Pacific  Station  at  Fourth  and 
Townsend  Streets  and  a  curbside  terminal  on  Front  Street  between  Sacramento 
and  Clay  Streets.    The  one  and  only  stop  made  by  the  SOX  along  its  route  is  at 
a  far-side  stop  on  Main  Street  at  Mission  Street  in  the  morning  and  at  Beale 
and  Mission  Streets  in  the  afternoon. 

Muni  has  plans  to  increase  the  capacity  of  its  Downtown  service  in  several 
ways.    Fifteen  additional  light-rail  vehicles  are  on  order  for  use  in  the  Muni 
Metro  system.    Construction  of  a  loop  to  replace  the  existing  stub-end 
terminal  at  The  Embarcadero  is  intended,  with  a  possible  surface  extension  on 
The  Embarcadero.    Implementation  of  planned  improvements  is  partly  contingent 
upon  federal  funding  which  has  not  yet  been  secured.    Also  planned  is  the 
introduction  of  articulated  buses  which  have  a  motorized  trailer  joined  to  the 
coach  and  a  capacity  about  50  percent  greater  than  conventional  buses.  None 
have  been  ordered  to  date./2//3/    Present  scheduled  outbound  capacity  on  52 
downtown  Muni  lines  between  4:30  and  5:30  p.m.  is  about  47,400.    The  projected 
capacity  in  January  1984  is  about  50,900. /3/ 
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Increased  demand  for  Muni  service  downtown  is  anticipated  as  a  result  of  the 
projected  growth  of  office  space  and  the  increasing  shift  of  the  mode  of 
travel  from  the  private  automobile  to  public  transit.    The  increase  in  demand 
is  expected  to  match  approximately  the  planned  increase  in  capacity,  so 
present  operating  conditions  such  as  excessive  crowding  on  some  lines  during 
peak  hours  would  not  be  expected  to  improve. 

The  estimated  combined  total  outbound  afternoon  peak-hour  downtown  patronage 
of  the  regional  transit  systems  was  about  42,000  in  1980. /4/  Estimates 
derived  from  studies  by  Muni  and  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  indicate 
that  patronage  in  1984,  including  that  from  the  three  buildings  now  under 
construction  in  the  project  vicinity,  would  be  about  55, 000./4//5/ 

PEOESTRIANS/6/ 

Pedestrian  flows  on  Main  Street  at  the  project  site  are  unimpeded  (less  than 
two  persons  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute)  during  the  afternoon 
peak-hour  of  4:30  to  5:30.    On  the  north  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Beale 
and  Main  Streets  and  Main  and  Spear  Streets  pedestrian  flows  are  impeded 
(between  two  and  six  persons  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute).    As  there 
is  no  sidewalk  available  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Main  and 
Beale  Streets  during  present  construction,  and  no  southside  crosswalk  leading 
to  that  block  across  Main  Street,  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  to  the  east 
between  Main  and  Spear  Streets  is  unimpeded.    Other  pedestrian  routes  in  the 
project  vicinity  are  unimpeded.    (See  Appendix  A-3,  page  141  for  definitions 
of  Levels  of  Service  for  Pedestrians.) 

PASSENGER  AND  SERVICE  VEHICLES 

Local  streets  and  circulation  patterns  serving  the  site  and  nearby  ramp 
locations  are  shown  in  Figure  15.    Access  to  the  freeways  connecting  with  the 
East  Bay,  San  Francisco  Airport  and  the  Peninsula  is  provided  by  the  pair  of 
ramps  opposite  the  site  at  Main  and  Mission  Streets  (off-ramp)  and  at  Beale 
and  Mission  Streets  (on-ramp).    Other  ramps  connecting  with  the  Bay  Bridge  are 
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2     No  Turns  to  the  Pfoject  Site 


37 


III.    Environmental  Setting 


at  First  and  Harrison  Streets  (on)  and  on  Fremont  Street  between  Howard  and 
Folsom  Streets  (off).    The  next  nearest  ramps  connecting  with  the  James  Lick 
Freeway  are  at  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets  (on)  and  Fourth  and  Bryant  Streets 
(off). 

The  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  designated 
in  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan./?/    This  area  is  described  in  the  Plan  as  "that 
intensely  populated  area  which  functions  as  a  financial,  administrative, 
shopping  and  entertainment  center  where  priority  must  be  given  to  the 
efficient  and  pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors; 
where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  improve  pedestrian,  transit  and 
service  vehicle  access  and  circulation;  where  priority  for  the  use  of  limited 
street  and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for  these 
functions;  and  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact 
of  the  private  commuter  vehicle."    The  site  is  in  an  area  designated  as  a 
parking  belt  which  is  considered  as  "appropriate  for  short-term  parking 
facil ities." 

Main  Street  is  one-way  northbound  and  has  three  moving  lanes,  which  reduce  to 
two  lanes  at  Mission  Street,  and  curbside  parking  on  both  sides  in  the  project 
block.    The  Main  Street  off-ramp  delivers  two  lanes  of  vehicles  to  Main  Street 
north  of  Mission  Street  at  the  intersection  with  Mission  Street.    No  right 
turns  are  permitted  from  the  ramp  across  Main  Street  to  eastbound  Mission 
Street  lanes;  one  left-turn  lane  is  provided  to  westbound  Mission  Street.  As 
shown  on  Figure  15,  page  37,  access  to  the  site  from  the  Main  Street  off-ramp 
requires  four  right  turns:    at  Market,  at  Spear,  at  Howard,  and  at  Main 
Streets.    Or,  as  an  alternative,  four  left  turns  can  be  made  from  the  ramp: 
at  Mission,  at  Beale,  at  Howard,  and  at  Main  Streets.    Return  to  the  Beale 
Street  on-ramp  requires  six  right  turns:    at  Mission,  Spear,  Howard,  Fremont, 
Mission,  and  Beale  Streets. 


38 


III.    Environmental  Setting 


Mission  Street  operates  as  a  two-way,  four-lane  street  with  the  outer  lanes 
designated  as  diamond  lanes  for  bus  use  only  from  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  west 
of  Beale  Street.    Howard  Street  is  two-way  east  of  Fremont  Street  and  one-way 
westbound  west  of  Fremont  Street.    Fremont  Street  is  a  four- lane,  one-way 
street  northbound.    Beale  Street  is  one-way  southbound  with  four  lanes  north 
of  Mission  Street  and  three  lanes  south  of  Mission  Street.  Spear  Street  is  a 
one-way,  three  lane  street,  southbound,  and  is  controlled  by  four-way  stop 
signs  at  the  Howard  Street  intersection.    The  other  three  intersections  on  the 
periphery  of  the  block  containing  the  site  are  controlled  by  two-phase  signals. 

In  addition  to  the  transit  preferential  designations  described  above,  most 
other  streets  in  the  project  vicinity  are  given  special  designations  in  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan./?/    Main,  Beale, 
Steuart,  Market  and  Howard  Streets  are  designated  as  major  thoroughfares  in 
the  Thoroughfares  Plan./8/ 

At  the  present  time  the  signalization  in  the  South  of  Market  area  is  being 
evaluated  by  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  in  order  to  develop  programs  for  optimizing  traffic  flow  in  the  areas. 
Therefore,  signal  timing  patterns  are  expected  to  change  in  the  near  future 
with  subsequent  changes  in  traffic  conditions  in  the  area.    An  analysis  of 
existing  demand  on  the  capacity  of  key  intersections  in  the  project  vicinity 
was  made  for  this  report  which  considered  the  loading  of  each  signal  phase 
separately.    The  intersections  at  Mission  and  Beale  Streets  and  at  Mission  and 
Main  Streets  are  operating  at  or  near  to  capacity.    Pedestrians  in  the 
crosswalk  across  Main  Street  on  the  north  side  of  Mission  Street  interfere 
with  left-turn  movements  from  eastbound  Mission  Street,  contributing  to 
congestion  there.    Other  intersections  in  the  project  vicinity  are  currently 
at  less  than  capacity. 

On  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Main  and  Spear  Streets  there  is 
curbside  parking.    Parking  maneuvers  and  service  vehicle  loading  and  unloading 
sometimes  block  one  of  the  two  eastbound  lanes  of  Mission  Street,  affecting 
transit  vehicles.    In  the  block  between  Main  and  Beale  Streets,  heavy  or 
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impeded  westbound  left  turns  from  Mission  Street  to  the  Beale  Street  on-ramp, 
or  from  eastbound  Mission  Street  onto  northbound  Main  Street  block  the  use  of 
those  turning  lanes  by  through  traffic  during  the  afternoon  peak  hour.  The 
two  outer  lanes  are  shared  by  buses  and  other  vehicles.    The  exclusive  bus 
lanes  on  Mission  Street  do  not  extend  east  of  Beale  Street  because  of  the  need 
for  the  use  of  the  outer  lanes  by  other  vehicles  in  the  Main-Beale  ramp 
block.    Movement  in  the  outer  lanes  is  also  impeded. 

PARKING 

There  are  24  one-hour  metered  spaces  on  both  sides  of  Main  Street  between 
Howard  and  Mission  Streets  in  the  project  block.    A  designated  loading  zone 
prohibits  curbside  parking  in  front  of  the  buildings  on  the  site,  but  as  many 
as  12  vehicles  have  been  observed  diagonally  parked  in  the  yellow  and  red 
zones.    No  marked  bus  stops  are  located  on  this  segment  of  Main  Street. 

Long-term  parking  facilities  are  south,  east,  and  west  of  the  project  site. 
Pricing  in  these  areas  favors  long-term  parking  as  the  maximum  cost  is 
accumulated  within  two  or  three  hours  at  the  short-term  rate.    Parking  rates 
range  from  $1.50  per  day  to  $5.00  per  day,  decreasing  with  increasing  distance 
south  of  Market  Street. 

In  July  1980,  a  survey  of  commercial  off-street  parking  made  in  the  area 
bounded  by  The  Embarcadero,  Washington  Street,  Kearny  Street,  Third  Street, 
and  Harrison  Street  showed  14,800  spaces  of  which  1,500  were  vacant  on  a  daily 
basis.    This  was  a  vacancy  rate  of  ten  percent. /9/    In  July  1981,  a 
supplemental  survey  of  the  area  south  of  Harrison  Street  bounded  by  Third 
Street,  Brannan  Street,  and  The  Embarcadero,  showed  a  total  of  1,027 
commercial  spaces  with  a  vacancy  rate  of  seven  percent.    On-street  parking  in 
the  area  was  90  to  95  percent  occupied ./1 0/    The  parking  locations  are  shown 
on  Figure  16. 
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TJKM  Study  Area  Boundary  July  7-9, 1980 
ESA  Study  Area  Boundary  (a  eouthem 
extension  of  the  TJKM  Study  Area) 
Off-Street  Coniieraiat  Parking 
Sites  of  Proposed  Projects 


Figure  16: 

Location  of  Off-Street 
Parking  in  the  Downtown  Area 
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NOTES  -  Transportation 

/I/  This  observation  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  was  confirmed  by 
Susan  Chelone,  Transit  Planner,  Municipal  Railway,  telephone  conversation, 
November  27,  1981. 

/2/  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  April  1980,  Five-Year  Plan:  1980-85. 

Ill  Susan  Chelone,  Transit  Planner,  Municipal  Railway,  personal  conversation, 
July  22,  1981.    This  information  is  also  found  in  the  Five-Year  Plan:  1981-86. 

|^|  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  October  1980,  Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Evaluation  -  Transportation  Impacts. 

/5/  Department  of  City  Planning,  October  1980,  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel,  Tower  No.  2,  page  58. 

/6/  Pedestrian  data  used  in  this  analysis  are  for  the  afternoon  peak  hour  of 
4:30  to  5:30.    Although  a  surge  of  pedestrian  flow  toward  Market  Street  occurs 
at  noontime,  most  trips  are  within  the  Downtown  area.    As  noontime  flows  are 
less  than  at  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  the  analysis  made  for  this  report  is 
based  on  the  evening  peak,  or  worst-case,  situation. 

n I  Department  of  City  Planning,  1972,  amended  1977,  Transportation  Element  of 
the  Master  (Comprehensive)  Plan. 

/8/  Major  Thoroughfares  are  those  "whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts 
within  the  city  and  to  distribute  traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways." 

/9/  Frederick  C.  Dock,  Traffic  Engineer,  TJKM,  telephone  communication,  July 
10,  1981. 

710/  Environmental  Science  Associates  survey,  Tuesday,  July  14,  1981,  9:45 
a.m.  to  11:45  a.m. 
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F,  NOISE 


The  ambient  noise  of  the  project  site  is  typical  of  downtown  San  Francisco  and 
is  primarily  determined  by  vehicular  traffic.    Trucks,  buses,  automobiles,  and 
emergency  vehicles,  as  well  as  construction  equipment,  are  the  major 
contributors  to  the  level  of  noise.    The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of 
the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  indicates  a  day-night  average  noise  level 
{L^^)/l/  of  75  dBA/2/  on  Mission  Street  and  70  dBA  on  Main  Street./3/  A 
complete  discussion  of  acoustical  concepts  is  available  for  public  review  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde 
Street,  Room  319. 

NOTES  -  Noise 

/I/  L(jn,  the  day-night  average  noise  level,  is  a  noise  measurement  based  on 
human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  taking  into 
account  the  greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises.    Noise  between  10  p.m.  and 
7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than  daytime  noise. 

/2/  dBA  is  the  measurement  of  sound  in  units  of  decibels  (dB).    The  "A" 
denotes  the  A-weighted  scale  which  simulates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  to 
various  frequencies  of  sound. 

/3/  Department  of  City  Planning,  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  (Master)  Plan,  September  1974,  page  17. 


G.    AIR  QUALITY 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  in  which  the  project  site  is  located  has  been 
designated  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  as  a  nonattainment 
area/1/  for  ozone  (oxidant),  particulate,  and  carbon  monoxide;  San  Francisco 
proper  is  a  nonattainment  area  for  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP)  and 
carbon  monoxide  (CO).    The  standards  for  these  pollutants  are  now  and  are 
expected  to  continue  to  be  violated. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  an  air  quality 
monitoring  station  approximately  1.7  miles  south  of  the  site  on  23rd  Street 
east  of  Potrero  Hill.    A  three  year  summary  of  San  Francisco  data  collected. 
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the  corresponding  air  quality  standards,  and  a  discussion  of  major  pollutants 
are  shown  in  Table  3.    These  data  are  representative  of  the  site  with  the 
exception  of  those  for  carbon  monoxide,  which  are  strongly  influenced  by  local 
traffic. 

The  highest  annual  pollutant  concentrations  in  San  Francisco,  while  exhibiting 
high  variability  due  to  meteorology,  have  shown  an  overall  improvement  during 
the  1971-1980  period.    No  similar  trend  in  the  annual  number  of  exceedances 
has  been  noted.    However,  exceedances  are  infrequent;  only  the  standard  for 
TSP  was  exceeded  in  1980. 

Carbon  monoxide  and  TSP  concentrations  are  highly  localized  in  time  and  space, 
varying  with  activity  levels  and  meteorology.    In  contrast,  ozone 
concentrations,  which  arise  from  complex  chemical  reactions  involving 
hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides,  are  highest  far  downwind  of  sources. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  adopted  in  1979  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments, 72/  established  control  strategies  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
various  standards  by  either  1982  or  by  1987  in  the  District.    These  strategies 
include  stationary  source  and  mobile  source  emission  controls  and 
transportation  improvements  implemented  by  ARB,  BAAQMD,  and  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission.    The  most  difficult  standards  to  meet  are  those  for 
photo-chemical  oxidant.    The  Plan  proposes  no  additional  controls  on  nitrogen 
oxides,  but  proposes  a  43  percent  reduction  in  hydrocarbon  emissions  to  meet 
the  ozone  (oxidant)  standard  by  1987.    The  District  is  expected  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  carbon  monoxide  standard  by  1984. 

Using  methods  recommended  by  the  BAAQMD,  existing  worst-case  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  at  sidewalks  in  the  project  vicinity  were  calcul ated ./2/  The 
results  of  these  calculations  are  shown  in  Table  13,  page  100.  Concentrations 
in  excess  of  the  eight-hour  standard  were  found  at  Beale  and  Main  Streets 
south  of  Mission  Street.    The  one-hour  standard  was  found  not  to  be  exceeded 
at  any  point  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project. 


44 


TABLE  3:     SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY,  1978-1980 


STATIONS:    939  Ellis  Street  and  900  23rd  Street,  San  Francisco* 


POLLUTANT: 

STANDARD 

1978 

1979 

1980* 

OZONE  (O3)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm  /a/) 

Highest  hourly  average 

(0.08)  0.12  /b. 

c/  0.11 

0.08 

0.09 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

(4)  0 

0 

0 

Fynpr1"prl  Annual  Fyrp<;?/r/ 

0  3 

0  0 

0  0 

CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average 

35  /b/ 

17 

20 

10 

0 

0 

8-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  8-hour  average 

9  /b/ 

9.4 

13.8 

7.5 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

1 

2 

0 

NTTRnfiFN  DTDXTDF  fNOo^ 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average 

0.2  5  /d/ 

0.30 

0.16 

0.17 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

4 

0 

0 

SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (SO2) 

24-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

0.05  /d/ 

o.m 

0.034 

0.018 

Number  of  standard  excesses/e, 

f/ 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 

24-hour  concentration  (ug/m3  /g/) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

100  /d/ 

128 

117 

173 

Number  of  standard  excesses/f/ 

1 

1 

6 

Annual  concentration  (ug/m3) 

Annual  Geometric  Mean 

60  /d/ 

42 

42 

52 

Annual  standard  excess 

No 

No 

No 

*  in  January  1980  all  of  the  pollutant-monitoring  functions  of  the 
939  Ellis  St.  Station  were  transferred  to  the  900  23rd  St.  Station, 
/a/  ppm:    parts  per  million. 

/b/  This  is  a  national  standard  that  is  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per 
year. 

/c/  The  national  ozone  standard  was  revised  from  0.08  ppm  to  0.12  ppm  in 
January  1979.    The  number  of  excesses  shown  in  parentheses  is  of  the  old 
0.08  ppm  standard  in  effect  at  the  time.    Expected  Annual  Excess  is  a 
three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  new  0.12  ppm  standard, 
/d/  This  is  a  California  standard  that  is  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded, 
/e/  The  sulfur  dioxide  standard  is  considered  to  be  exceeded  only  if  there  is 
a  concurrent  excess  of  the  state  ozone  or  suspended  particulate  standards  at 
the  same  station.    Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of  0.14  ppm  applies, 
/f/  Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days), 
/g/  ug/m^:    micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

SOURCE:    BAAQMD,  1978  -  1980,  Contaminant  and  Weather  Summaries. 
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NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

/I/  A  non-attainment  area  is  one  in  which  the  federal  air  quality  standard  for 
the  designated  pollutant  has  been  violated  within  the  past  two  to  three  years. 

HI  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  BAAQMD,  and  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission,  1979,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 

H.    GEOLOGY,  SEISMICITY,  AND  HYDROLOGY/1/ 
GEOLOGY 

The  project  site  is  on  nearly  level  ground,  varying  in  elevation  from  -1.0  to 
0.0  feet,  San  Francisco  Datum,  which  corresponds  to  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea 
level  (MSL).    The  project  site  was  originally  under  the  waters  of  San 
Francisco  Bay.    During  the  mid-to  late-1800s,  the  shoreline  was  progressively 
extended  to  the  east  by  filling  with  sand  and  building  debris. 

The  site  is  underlain  by  fill  and  recent  and  old  bay  sediments  to  a  depth  of 
about  200  feet  below  the  surface,  where  bedrock  occurs.  Bedrock  consists  of 
weathered  sandstone  and  shale  of  the  Franciscan  Formation.  The  upper  layers 
of  fill  and  recent  Bay  mud  sediments,  which  extend  to  a  depth  of  about  60  to 
100  feet,  are  generally  unsuitable  for  support  of  large  multi-story 
buildings.  Such  buildings  are  usually  supported  by  piles  driven  down  to  the 
dense  sand  layers  beneath  the  Bay  mud.  The  types  and  depths  of  sediments 
underlying  the  project  site  are  shown  in  Appendix  B-1,  page  146. 

The  site  is  classified  as  being  in  an  area  of  major  subsidence 
potential ./I b//2/    Placement  of  fill  on  bay  muds  in  the  late  nineteenth 
century  caused  the  bay  deposits  to  consolidate,  resulting  in  about  nine  feet 
of  subsidence  in  the  project  area./3/    After  the  1906  earthquake,  additional 
fill  was  placed  where  localized  subsidence  had  occurred.    Subsidence  has 
essentially  stopped  for  the  present,  although  it  could  be  reactivated  if 
additional  fills  or  buildings  are  added. /la/ 
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SEISMOLOGY 

The  site  is  located  within  the  seismically  active  San  Francisco  Bay  Region. 
While  no,  active  faults/4/  are  known  to  exist  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco, 
several  active  faults  in  the  region  would  affect  the  site.    These  are:  the 
San  Andreas  Fault,  located  ten  miles  west  of  the  site,  the  Ha^'ward  Fault, 
located  nine  miles  east  of  the  site,  and  the  Calaveras  Fault,  located  14  miles 
east  of  the  site. 

The  San  Andreas  Fault  produced  major  earthquakes  in  1838,  1865,  and  1906  (the 
San  Francisco  Earthquake).    The  Hayward  Fault  produced  major  earthquakes  in 
1836  and  1868.    The  Calaveras  Fault  produced  a  minor  earthquake  in  1943. /Ic/ 
Earthquakes  can  be  expected  in  this  region  in  the  future.    Within  the  next  60 
to  170  years  (estimates  of  recurrence  intervals  vary),  at  least  one  earthquake 
of  a  magnitude  similar  to  the  1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake  (about  8.3  on  the 
Richter  Scale)  and  several  earthquakes  comparable  to  the  1957  Daly  City 
earthquake  (about  5.3  on  the  Richter  Scale)  can  be  expected  to  affect  the 
site./ 5/ 

Potential  seismic  hazards  on  the  site  include  groundshaking,  liquefaction, 
subsidence,  and  tsunami  inundation. /6/    Groundshaking  is  one  of  the  more 
destructive  seismic  hazards,  and  generally  causes  the  most  damage. 
Groundshaking  is  expected  to  be  violent  on  the  site  for  a  1906-type 
earthquake.    Groundshaking  of  this  magnitude  could  cause  general  collapse  of 
poorly  constructed  brick  structures,  such  as  the  one  on  the  site,  and  serious 
cracking  in  better  buildings.    Lateral  displacement  of  streets,  bending  of 
rails,  and  ground  fissuring  would  also  result. /lb/ 

Portions  of  the  loose  sand  fill  below  the  water  level  are  susceptible  to 
liquefaction  during  a  major  earthquake ./I a/    Liquefaction  usually  results  in 
ground  slippage  and  failure  when  under  load,  causing  loss  of  support  to 
overlying  structures  on  shallow  foundations.    Subsidence,  as  mentioned  above, 
may  also  be  seismically  induced,  causing  uneven  settling  of  the  ground  surface 
with  resultant  warping  or  collapse  of  shallow  foundations. 
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There  is  a  perpetual  possibility  of  damage  to  portions  of  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  from  tsunamis.    The  historic  occurrence  of  such  waves  in  San 
Francisco  Bay  has  been  infrequent.    Studies  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  estimate  that  the  maximum  vertical  tsunami  wave  height  along  the 
shore  nearest  the  site  would  be  5.5  feet  above  MSL  in  a  once- in- 100- years 
occurrence  and  9.7  feet  above  MSL  in  a  once- in- 500- years  occurrence. /Id/  (The 
building  site  is  7.6  feet  above  MSL  at  its  lowest  point.) 

The  site  is  low-lying,  and  under  natural  drainage  would  receive  runoff  from 
the  surrounding  areas  to  the  north,  south,  and  west.    Surface  runoff  is 
generally  greatest  during  the  wet-weather  November  to  April  rainy  season.  As 
the  site  is  covered  with  impermeable  surfaces,  all  rainfall  flows  as  runoff 
from  the  site.    The  site  is  not  located  within  a  floodplain  zone. 

The  groundwater  level  at  the  site  was  measured  in  one  of  the  boring  holes 
several  weeks  after  drilling  at  8.5  feet  below  the  street  level. 

NOTES  -  Geology,  Seismology,  and  Hydrology 

/I/  This  section  is  based  in  large  part  on  data  provided  by  the  project 
geotechnical  consultant  in: 

a.  Harding-Lawson  Associates,  August  5,  1981,  Soil  Investigation,  115-135  Main 
Street  Office  Building,  San  Francisco. 

Other  reports  consulted  include: 

b.  URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  1974,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety 
Investigation. 

c.  Cooper-Clark  and  Associates,  1974,  Technical  Report  Geotechnical 
Investigation,  City  of  San  Jose's  Sphere  of  Influence,  prepared  for  City  of 
San  Jose. 

d.  Garcia,  A.  and  J.  Houston,  1975,  Type  16  Flood  Insurance  Study  -  Tsunamie 
Predictions  for  Monterey  and  San  Francisco  Bays  and  Puget  Sound,  Report  to 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Vicksburg,  Mississippi. 


48 


III.    Environmental  Setting 


in  Subsidence  is  an  uneven  local  settlement  of  the  ground  surface  due  to  the 
settling  of  compressible  soils  that  can  be  activated  by  earthquake- induced 
ground  motion  or  by  the  placement  of  heavy  buildings. 

/3/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  PI anning,  June  14,  1979,  Environmental 
Impact  Report  EE  78-207,  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San  Francisco. 

/4/  An  active  fault  is  a  fault  which  has  a  historic  record  or  other 
geophysical  evidence  of  movement  within  approximately  the  last  10,000  years. 

75/  The  Richter  Scale  is  a  logarithmic  scale  used  to  measure  the  energy 
released  by  an  earthquake. 

/6/  Groundshaking  is  the  transmission  of  earthquake  vibrations  through 
geologic  materials  and  structures.    Liquefaction  is  the  transformation  of 
saturated  granular  material,  such  as  loose,  wet  sand,  into  a  fluid-like  state 
similar  to  quicksand,  caused  by  seismic  shaking.    A  tsunami,  or  seismic  sea 
wave,  is  a  series  of  long-period  waves  generated  by  some  earthquakes,  undersea 
landslides  or  volcanos.    Upon  reaching  the  shallow  water  of  coastal  areas,  the 
waves  greatly  increase  in  height  and  may  cause  localized  flooding.    The  San 
Andreas  Fault  does  not  cause  earthquakes  of  the  type  that  cause  tsunamis. 
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IV.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 


The  Initial  Study  for  this  project,  which  was  published  on  August  7,  1981  (see 
Appendix  C,  page  147)  concluded  that  the  following  issues  would  not  be 
included  in  the  EIR  for  the  reasons  stated,  as  follows: 

Relocation.    The  printing  firm  on  the  site  has  made  arrangements  for 
relocating.    The  sponsor  would  provide  assistance  if  needed  in  the  relocating 
of  the  business  at  115  Main  Street. 

Noise.    After  completion  the  project  would  not  increase  audible  noise 
levels  in  the  vicinity. 

Public  Services  and  Utilities.    The  increased  demand  for  public  services 
and  utilities  attributable  to  the  project  would  not  require  additional 
personnel  or  equipment. 

Biology.    The  project  would  have  no  effect  on  plants  or  animals. 

Construction  Air  Quality.    Construction  activities  would  not  increase  the 
frequency  of  violations  of  air  quality  standards. 

Other  issues  required  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  to  be 
included  in  an  EIR  are  discussed  below. 
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A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  proposed  project  would  represent  a  continuation  of  the  current  trend  of 
new  office  construction  in  the  blocks  south  of  Market  Street  between  Market 
and  Howard  Streets. 

The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  Objective  6  of  the  Commerce  and 
Industry  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  to  "maintain  and  improve  San 
Francisco's  position  as  a  prime  location  for  financial,  adminstrative, 
corporate,  and  professional  activity."    By  replacing  a  supporting  industrial 
activity,  --  the  color  printing  specialists  at  135  Main  Street      the  project 
would  seem  to  not  comply  with  Policy  2  of  Objective  6  which  aims  to  "minimize 
displacement  of  other  viable  uses  .  .  .  within  the  South-of-Market  area... such 
as  wholesalers,  printers,  and  delivery  firms".    However,  the  printing  firm  has 
merged  with  another  firm  and  intends  to  move  its  personnel  to  a  plant  three 
and  one-half  blocks  from  the  site.    The  building  is  expected  to  be  vacated  by 
February  1982. /I/ 

The  proposed  office  uses  on  the  site  would  be  similar  to  those  in  existing 
office  buildings  in  the  vicinity  and  to  those  expected  in  buildings  under 
construction  or  undergoing  environmental  review.    Ground-level  retail  uses 
would  be  expected  to  serve  employees  in  the  project  and  in  nearby  buildings. 
The  proposed  project  would  contain  264,687  gross  square  feet  on  a  site  where 
264,687.5  gross  square  feet  would  be  allowed  by  the  prevailing  14:1  Floor  Area 
Ratio.    The  project  would  be  340  feet  high,  60  feet  lower  than  the  maximum 
height  of  400  feet  permitted  on  the  site.    The  building  would  be  125  feet  in 
its  longer  dimension  and  166  feet  in  its  diagonal  measurement,  complying  with 
the  maximum  200-foot  diagonal  measurement  permitted  by  the  bulk  provisions  of 
Section  270  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  proposed  basement  parlfing  area  is 
less  than  three  percent  of  the  total  floor  area,  which  is  four  percent  less 
than  the  seven  percent  permitted  by  Section  204.5(c)  of  the  Planning  Code  as 
an  accessory  use. 
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The  floor  area  of  the  project,  of  the  three  nearby  buildings  under 
construction,  and  the  four  other  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  which  are 
proposed  and  undergoing  environmental  review,  are  shown  in  Table  4.  These 
buildings  are  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  in  this  report. 

The  proposed  use  of  the  project  site  for  an  office  building  would  comply  with 
the  description  of  the  C-3-0  District  in  Section  210.3  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  as  "playing  a  leading  national  role  in  finance,  corporate  headquarters 
and  service  industries,  and  serving  as  an  employment  center  for  the  region. 


TABLE  4:    FLOOR  AREA  OF  MAJOR  PROJECTS  PROPOSED  OR  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  IN  THE 
SITE  VICINITY 


ON-SITE     GROSS  SQ.  FT.    GROSS  SQ .  FT. 


PROJECTS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION 

PARKING 
SPACES 

OF 
RETAIL 

OF 
OFFICE 

150  Spear 

49 

4,800 

260,500 

Federal  Reserve 

12 

None 

460,000 

Pacific  Gateway 

81 

7,550 

564,000 

Sub-Total 

142 

12,350 

1  ,284,500 

THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

135  MAIN  STREET 

22 

4,000 

260.500 

OTHER  PROPOSED  PROJECTS 

Spear/Main 

13 

7,460 

263,050 

101  Mission 

4 

4,000 

181,960 

Mission/Main 

40 

4,7  00 

341  ,250 

201  Spear 

56 

2  50,000 

Sub- Total 

113 

16,160 

1  ,036,260 

TOTAL 

277 

32,510 

2,577,260 
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.  .  .  Unrelated  uses  [are]  excluded  in  order  to  conserve  the  supply  of  land  in 
the  [downtown]  core  and  its  expansion  areas  for  further  development  of  major 
office  buildings." 

Concerning  new  residential  development,  the  Residence  Element  of  the  Master 
Plan/2/  seeks  in  Policy  2  to  "Encourage  multiple-residential  development  in 
conjunction  with  commercial  uses  in  the  Downtown  commercial  area."    No  housing 
is  proposed  on  the  site  because  the  project  sponsor  considered  the  site  to  be 
inappropriate  for  housing  as  the  vicinity  has  no  residential  services  or 
amenities,  because  of  its  proximity  to  the  freeway  off-ramp,  and  because  the 
site  was  considered  to  be  too  small  for  a  compatible  office  and  housing 
combination.    Alternative  projects  with  housing  are  discussed  in  Section  VII, 
Alternatives,  page  125. 

NOTES  -  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

/I/  JPP  Graphic  Arts  Center,  Frankland  L.  Cutshall,  President,  telephone 
communication,  November  6,  1981. 

121  Department  of  City  Planning,  Residence  Element  of  the  Master 
(Comprehensive)  Plan,  December  11,  1975. 
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B.    VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 


The  22-story  project,  rising  to  a  height  of  340  feet,  would  be  more  visible 
from  the  near  vicinity  than  the  two  two-story  buildings  presently  on  the 
site.    It  would  be  especially  visible  from  the  Main  Street  freeway  off-ramp 
which  is  opposite  the  Main  Street  facade  of  the  project.    From  a  distance  it 
would  appear  as  a  part  of  the  growing  Financial  District  composed  of  office 
buildings  existing,  under  construction,  and,  in  the  future,  those  that  are 
approved  of  the  projects  now  proposed.    The  project  would  be  most  distinctive 
when  seen  from  the  south  or  southeast,  for  its  upper  story  setback  and  rounded 
penthouse  roof  would  distinguish  its  form  from  that  of  nearby  buildings  which 
have  generally  squared-off,  flat  tops.    It  would  be  several  stories  above 
nearby  buildings  when  seen  from  this  vantage,  although  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  higher,  25-story  Mission-Main  Building,  so  that  this  stepped  setback 
feature  would  be  easily  identified.    From  the  north  and  west  the  building 
would  be  obscured  from  view  by  higher  intervening  buildings.    This  would  also 
be  the  case  from  Twin  Peaks  where  the  Pacific  Gateway  Building  and  the 
Telephone  Building  at  140  New  Montgomery  Street  would  obscure  it  from  view. 
From  Verba  Buena  Island  or  the  Bay  Bridge  (see  Figure  17)  and  from  Potrero 
Hill  (see  Figure  18,  page  56)  it  would  be  seen  against  a  backdrop  of  higher 
buildings.    From  Rincon  Hill,  it  would  appear  also  against  a  backdrop  of  the 
higher  buildings  to  its  north  (see  Figure  19,  page  57). 

The  project  would  not  obstruct  any  scenic  views  or  vistas  now  available  to  the 
public.    Views  across  the  site  to  the  Bay  from  the  Main  Street  off-ramp  or 
from  Rincon  Hill  are  blocked  by  existing  buildings  including  One  Market  Plaza 
and  the  150  Spear  Street  Building.    The  building  would  partially  block  views 
to  the  east  or  southeast  from  some  floors  of  the  Pacific  Gateway  Building  now 
under  construction  opposite  the  site,  and  from  the  PG&E  Building  at  77  Beale 
Street.    It  would  block  views  to  the  west  from  all  floors  on  the  northern  part 
of  the  150  Spear  Street  Building  now  under  construction  on  the  parcel  east  of 
the  project  site. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 

The  project  architects  have  endeavored  to  relate  the  proposed  building  to 
those  being  planned  on  either  side  while  retaining  the  visual  identity  of  the 
building.    Provision  of  a  link  in  the  interior-block  pedestrian  way  with 
connections  to  such  a  facility  on  either  side  has  also  been  achieved. 
Identifying  features  of  the  building  would  include  tinted,  transparent  glass 
in  horizontal  floor-to-ceiling  rows  on  the  Main  Street  side  of  the  building, 
metal-inlaid  spandrels,  a  rounded  copper  roof,  an  entry  court  and  an  upper 
level  setback  and  terrace  on  the  east  side  of  the  building. 

The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  of  San  Francisco  describes  City 
objectives  and  policies  pertaining  to  urban  design.    The  relationships  between 
these  policies  and  the  design  of  the  proposed  project  are  summarized  in 
Table  5. 


TABLE  5:    RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES  OF  THE  SAN 
FRANCISCO  MASTER  PLAN*  AND  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES 


A.    Policies  for  City  Pattern 

1.    Policy  1:    "Recognize  and  protect 
major  views  in  the  City,  with  parti- 
cular attention  to  those  of  open 
space  and  water."    (page  10) 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  THE  PROJECT 
TO  APPLICABLE  POLICIES 


The  22-story  project  would  become 
a  part  of  the  group  of  buildings 
in  the  Financial  District,  forming 
a  transition  from  lower  buildings 
(18  and  19  stories)  to  the  south 
and  east,  and  higher  buildings 
(33,  40,  and  44  stories)  to  the 
west  and  north.    Bay  views  from 
nearby  buildings  would  be 
partially  blocked  from  some  levels 
and  totally  blocked  from  lower 
levels. 


58 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


2,    Policy  3:    "Recognize  that  buildings 
when  seen  together,  produce  a  total 
effect  that  characterizes  the  City 
and  its  districts."    (page  10) 


3.    Policy  6:    "Make  centers  of 
activity  more  prominent  through  the 
design  of  street  features  and  by 
other  means."    (page  12) 


4.    Policy  8:    "Increase  the 
visability  of  major  destination  areas 
and  other  points  for  orientation." 
(page  13) 


B.    Policies  for  Conservation 


The  building  would  relate  to 
adjoining  buildings  in  the  height 
of  its  base  element,  and  would 
form  a  step  in  the  skyline 
transition  from  18  and  19  stories 
(150  Spear  and  Spear-Main)  to 
higher  buildings  of  25  stories 
(Main-Mission),  33  stories 
(Pacific  Gateway),  and  40  stories 
(Spear  Street  Tower,  One  Market 
Plaza) . 

The  three-story-high  entrance 
courtyard  on  Main  Street  and  its 
pavement  and  planting  would  be 
visible  from  Main  Street  as  a 
distinctive  feature  of  the 
building.    The  entrance  court  and 
the  covered  garden  on  the 
interior-block  walkway  would 
provide  distinctive  pedestrian 
amenities. 

The  project  would  be  prominently 
visible  to  passengers  of  vehicles 
entering  the  City  via  the 
Main  street  freeway  off-ramp 
opposite  the  site. 


5.  Policy  4:    "Preserve  notable  land- 
marks and  areas  of  historic,  archi- 
tectural or  aesthetic  value,  and 
promote  the  preservation  of  other 
buildings  and  features  that  provide 
continuity  with  past  development." 
(page  25) 

6,  Policy  6:    "Respect  the  character 
of  older  development  nearby  in  the 
design  of  new  buildings."    (page  25) 


The  project  would  replace  two 
two-story  buildings,  one  of  which 
is  brick.    Planning  for  the  project 
assumed  the  replacement  of  similar 
two  story  buildings  north  of  the 
project  where  the  Mission-Main 
building  is  proposed. 

Like  most  new  construction  north 
of  the  project  site,  the  building 
would  not  use  brick  for  ornamental 
purposes,  a  material  common  to 
older  buildings  remaining  in  the 
vicinity  and  used  by  some  newer 
buildings  south  of  the  project. 
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C.    Policies  for  Major  New  Development 


7.    Policy  5:    "Relate  the  height  of 
buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the 
city  pattern  and  to  the  height  and 
character  of  existing  development." 
(page  36) 


8.    Policy  6:    "Relate  the  bulk  of 
buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale 
of  development  to  avoid  an  over- 
whelming or  dominating  appearance  in 
new  construction."    (page  37) 


The  project  complies  with  the 
existing  height  limit  on  the  site 
and  complies  with  the  concept  of 
transition  between  higher  buildings 
inland  and  lower  buildings  at  the 
Bay  shore.    As  noted  in  No.  1 
above,  the  project  would  be  a 
visual  step  between  higher  and 
lower  buildings  and,  therefore, 
would  fit  into  the  pattern  of 
decreasing  building  heights  away 
from  the  center  of  the  C-3-0 
district  toward  the  Bay. 

On  a  lot  that  is  137.5  feet  by 
137.5  feet,  the  building  would 
be  125  feet  by  109  feet.  The 
building  to  the  south  would  be 
132.5  feet  deep  compared  with  the 
109-foot  depth  of  the  project,  but 
would  be  7.5  feet  shorter  in  width. 


The  150  Spear  Street  Building  to 
the  east  of  the  project  has  a 
depth  of  127.5  feet  and  a  similar 
width.    The  building  sizes  in  the 
block  relate  generally  to  the  size 
of  the  sites,  which  are  similar. 
Only  the  four-story  building  at 
120  Spear  Street  is  smaller  in 
bulk  as  its  site  is  only  45  feet 
wide. 


*Department  of  City  Planning,  1971,  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Comprehensive 
(Master)  Plan,  1971.    Page  references  are  shown  in  parentheses. 


SUNLIGHT  AND  SHADOW  PATTERNS 


The  project  would  create  shadow  patterns  in  addition  to  those  that  exist  at 
present.    Existing  shadow  patterns  of  buildings  on  the  project  block  only  are 
shown  in  Figures  20,  22,  and  24,  pages  63,  65,  and  67.    Some  shadow  patterns 
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of  new  buildings  proposed  for  the  project  block,  most  notably  the  adjacent 
Mission-Main  Office  Building,  the  101  Mission  Street  Office  Building,  and  the 
Spear-Main  Office  Building,  would  coincide  with  those  of  the  project. 

From  the  early  morning  to  mid-morning,  shadows  from  cumulative  development  on 
Mission  Street  and  on  Main  Street  in  the  project  block  would  be  more  extensive 
than  the  existing  shadows.    From  spring  to  autumn,  much  of  the  shadow  pattern 
cast  by  the  project  during  this  time  would  be  blocked  by  the  Pacific  Gateway 
Office  Building  under  construction  and  the  PG&E  Building.    See  Figures  21, 
page  64,  and  23,  page  66,  for  the  portion  of  the  shadow  pattern  contributed  by 
the  project. 

During  the  mid-morning  to  mid-afternoon  period.  Spear  Street  and  Mission 
Street  would  be  partially  shaded  in  the  project  vicinity  from  spring  to 
autumn,  and  fully  shaded  during  the  winter  months.    Shadows  from  the  project 
would  extend  to  Spear  Street  and  onto  Mission  Street  only  during  the  winter 
months  (see  Figure  25,  page  68).    Most  of  the  shadow  would  be  produced  by  the 
approved  101  Mission  Building. 

From  mid-afternoon  to  evening,  shadows  would  be  similar  to  existing  shadow 
patterns,  although  more  of  Steuart  Street  would  be  shaded  .during  the  winter 
months.    Most  of  the  project  shadow  would  be  intercepted  by  the  150  Spear 
Street  Building.    See  Figure  25,  page  68. 

The  ground- level  setback  area  on  Mission  Street  between  Steuart  and  Spear 
Streets  at  One  Market  Plaza  would  receive  more  shadow  during  the  mid-morning 
to  mid-afternoon  period  from  autumn  to  spring  than  at  present.    During  the 
autumn  and  spring  months,  the  increase  in  shadows  would  be  cast  by  the  101 
Mission  Street  Building.    During  the  winter  months,  the  Mission-Main  Building, 
the  project,  the  101  Mission  Street  Building,  and  the  150  Spear  Street  Office 
Building  would  all  cast  shadows  on  the  setback  area.    Shadows  cast  by  the 
project  would  be  intercepted  by  those  cast  by  the  101  Mission  Street  Building 
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and  the  150  Spear  Street  Building.    Without  the  project,  shadow  patterns  on 
the  terrace  would  be  the  same  as  with  the  project  if  the  101  Mission  Building 
is  built. 

The  pedestrian  walkway  proposed  for  the  project  block  would  be  fully  shaded 
most  of  the  time  and  partially  shaded  at  all  times  of  the  year. 
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FIGURE  21 

Project  and 
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Shadow  Pattern  - 
March  and 
September 
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FIGURE  23 
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June 
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FIGURE  24 

Existing  Shadow 
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December 
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FIGURE  25 

Project  and 
Cumulative 
Shadow  Pattern - 
December 
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WINDS 


The  project  site  is  in  an  area  downwind  of  the  highrise  corridor  along  Market 
and  Mission  Streets  and  is  sheltered  from  the  prevailing  west  and  northwest 
winds.    Consequently  wind  speeds  at  the  site  are  generally  low  during  the 
extended  periods  of  the  year  when  winds  are  commonly  from  the  northwest  and 
west. /I/ 

The  project  site  is  sheltered  from  prevailing  west  winds  by  the  Bechtel 
Building  at  45  Fremont  Street,  the  PG&E  Building  at  77  Beale  Street  and  by  the 
Pacific  Gateway  now  under  construction.    The  site  is  protected  from  northwest 
winds  by  buildings  in  the  Market  Street  corridor  and  to  the  north. 

Wind  speeds  at  pedestrian  levels  are  expressed  as  a  proportion  of  the 
freestream  wind  speeds  above  wakes  of  surrounding  buildings  in  a  wind  tunnel 
test  facility./2/    The  relationship  between  the  proportion  of  the  freestream 
velocity  and  the  definitions  of  pedestrian-level  wind  speeds  used  in  earlier 
San  Francisco  EIRs  is  shown  below:/3/ 


Wind  Speed  Class  Percent  of  Freestream  Speed 

Low  0.00  -  0.19 

Moderately  Low  0.20  -  0.29 

Moderate  0.30  -  0.49 

Moderately  High  0.50  -  0.69 

High  0.70  -  1.00 

Very  High  over  1.00 

For  northwest  winds,  wind  speeds  are  a  low  proportion  of  the  freestream 
velocity  in  the  project  area.    Wind  speeds  along  Main  Street  south  of  Mission 
Street  are  low.    At  midblock  in  the  project  block,  low  windspeeds  in  the 
west-to-east  direction  occur. 


The  project  design  is  one  that  would  normally  generate  wind  accelerations  at 
the  ground  level  if  the  building  were  freestanding.  The  shelter  provided  by 
existing  and  future  structures  reduces  the  potential  for  this  effect. 
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Figure  C-1,  page  147,  shows  the  changes  in  wind  speed  ranges  for  westerly  and 
northwesterly  winds  at  tested  points  in  the  project  vicinity  due  to  the 
proposed  project  and  cumulative  development,  including  projects  under 
construction  and  proposed  —  Federal  Reserve,  Pacific  Gateway,  150  Spear 
Street,  101  Mission  Street,  Mission-Main,  and  Spear-Main.    In  front  of  the 
project  site,  west  wind  speeds  would  be  increased  from  a  low  speed  to  a 
moderate  speed,  but  would  remain  low  under  northwest  winds. 


NOTES  -  Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design 

/I/  Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  letter  report, 
April  15,  1981.    A  copy  is  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  319. 

in  A  study  of  localized  mean  wind  speeds,  turbulence  and  directions  at  and 
near  the  project  site  for  freestream  winds  from  the  west  and  northwest  was 
conducted  using  a  scale  model  of  the  site  and  vicinity  in  an  environmental 
wind  tunnel.    The  study  included  separate  tests  under  existing  surface 
conditions,  and  proposed  surface  conditions  with  the  project  and  the  three 
other  proposed  buildings.    (Dr.  Bruce  White,  August  1981,  Wind-Tunnel  Studies 
of  the  ESA-EIR-1135  Project.)    This  report  is  on  file  at  the  Ofl^ice  of  ^~ 
Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  Street,  Room  319. 

/3/  Due  to  surface  effects,  wind  increases  with  height  above  surfaces.  The 
freestream  velocity  is  the  wind  velocity  unaffected  by  surface  effects.  The 
wind  speed  ratio  expresses  the  relationship  between  the  freestream  velocity 
and  the  surface  wind;  therefore,  a  point  having  a  "very  high"  wind  speed  ratio 
could  experience  light  winds  on  a  near-calm  day.    Similarly,  a  point  found  to 
have  a  "low"  wind  speed  ratio  could  experience  high  speeds  on  an  extremely 
windy  day. 


C.    HISTORIC  RESOURCES 


As  noted  in  Section  III,  C,  page  28,  the  two  buildings  on  the  site  are  not 
noted  on  official  lists  of  historic  or  architecturally  significant  buildings. 
The  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  the  two  buildings  currently  on  the 
site. 
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D.    Ef4>L0YMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 
OFFICE  SPACE  AND  EMPLOYMENT 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  demolition  of  the  two  existing 
buildings  on  the  site  and  the  construction  of  approximately  260,500  gross 
square  feet  of  office  space  and  approximately  4,000  gross  square  feet  of 
retail  space.    The  existing  135  Main  Street  building  is  occupied  by  a  printing 
firm  employing  approximately  70  people.    Because  this  firm  has  merged  with 
another  printing  firm, /I/  its  employees,  who  will  move  three  blocks  from  the 
site,  would  not  be  considered  as  displaced  by  the  project.    Three  to  five 
employees  would  be  displaced  from  115  Main  Street.    If  necessary,  the  project 
sponsor  would  provide  relocation  assistance  through  its  real  estate  broker. 

Approximately  1,070  permanent  jobs  would  be  accommodated  on  the  project  site. 
Because  specific  tenants  are  unknown  at  this  time,  this  number  was  derived 
assuming  250  gross  square  feet  per  office  employee  and  350  gross  square  feet 
per  retail  emploj'ee.    The  net  increase  in  employment  at  the  project  site  would 
be  about  995,  including  approximately  ten  persons  involved  in  building 
maintenance  and  security. 

Secondary  employment  impacts  would  result  from  permanent  project  employment 
because  each  employed  person  would  generate  additional  employment  by  his  or 
her  demand  for  goods  and  services.    Assuming  that  the  jobs  accommodated  as  a 
result  of  the  project  were  primarily  in  the  finance,  insurance  and  real  estate 
industries,  this  growth  would  result  in  approximately  1,175  additional  jobs  in 
other  sectors  of  the  Bay  Area  economy. /2/    Total  Bay  Area  emplo^'ment 
attributable  to  the  project  would  be  about  2,160  (995  primary  jobs  plus  1,175 
secondary  jobs  induced  by  the  multiplier).    Many  of  the  jobs  would  be  expected 
to  be  in  San  Francisco. 

During  the  20-month  construction  period,  the  project  would  generate 
approximately  270  person-years  of  employment.    In  addition,  finishing  the 
interior  of  the  building  would  require  an  estimated  60  person-years  of 
emplo^'ment.    About  500  additional  labor  years  of  employment  would  be  generated 
as  a  result  of  the  employment  multiplier  effect  of  project  construction ./3/ 
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HOUSING 

As  indicated  in  the  previous  subsection,  the  project  could  result  in  an 
increase  in  downtown  employment  of  approximately  995  jobs  by  1984.    To  the 
extent  that  the  project  would  attract  out-of-area  employees  it  would  also 
contribute  to  an  increase  in  local  housing  demand  and  to  the  imbalance  between 
jobs  and  housing. 

The  expansion  of  downtown  office  space,  reflecting  the  expansion  of  the 
financial-managerial  sector  of  the  San  Francisco  economy,  provides  one  of  the 
main  sources  of  pressure  on  San  Francisco  housing  demand.    The  type  of  demand 
for  San  Francisco  housing  by  downtown  workers  depends  on  their  incomes  and 
their  housing  preferences.    In  general,  people  prefer  to  live  near  their 
places  of  work  to  minimize  the  costs  and  lengths  of  their  commutes.    This  is 
particularly  true  for  lower-income  wage  earners.    In  addition,  central  city 
housing  has  increased  in  appeal  to  many  people,  especially  young,  childless 
professionals  who  work  downtown.    Not  all  of  the  people  employed  in  San 
Francisco  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  would  seek  housing  in  the  City, 
however,  as  some  would  prefer  the  suburbs,  some  would  have  already  established 
residence  outside  the  City  in  households  with  others  who  work  closer  to  home 
and  some  could  not  afford  to  live  in  the  City.    Some  potential  project 
employees  may  already  live  in  the  City,  but  do  not  work,  or  currently  work 
outside  the  City. 

The  formula  used  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine  the  housing 
need  generated  by  new  office  space  assumes  that  40  percent  of  the  total  number 
of  persons  employed  in  the  project  were  to  live  in  San  Francisco,  that  each 
household  would  consist  of  1.8  persons  employed  downtown,  and  that  a  minimum 
of  400  square  feet  per  dwelling  unit  per  employed  person  would  be  required. 
Under  this  formula  the  project  would  generate  a  need  for  231  units. /4/ 
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Housing  affordabi 1 i ty  is  determined  by  a  number  of  factors,  usually  in  some 
combination,  such  as  the  number  of  potential  buyers  in  a  household  and  the 
income  level  of  each,  housing  preferences,  existing  equity  and  savings  and 
access  to  credit,  and  general  housing  market  and  economy  considerations, 
including  housing  supply  and  quality  and  the  cost  of  financing. 

Published  information  on  office  workers  in  the  Bay  Area  indicates  the  annual 
salary  for  support  personnel  ranges  from  $7,800  to  $26,000  and  that  for 
clerical  personnel  ranges  from  $7,800  to  $30, 000. /5/    Salary  information  on 
professional  occupations  is  not  available  and  there  is  no  published 
information  on  income  levels  for  employees  specifically  in  San  Francisco. 
Additionally,  information  is  not  available  on  the  average  percent  of  employees 
by  category  or  the  number  of  workers  per  household  by  job  classification. 

Financial  institutions  are  currently  allowing  35  percent  of  a  buyer's  gross 
monthly  income  for  mortgage  payments.    Information  from  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Realtors  shows  that  the  average  selling  price  of  a  home  in  the  City 
in  1981  is  $151,200.76/    The  sales  price  of  homes  sold  in  the  week  of 
October  1,  1981,  ranged  from  $9  5,000  to  $236,750.    At  an  interest  rate  of  18 
percent,  a  20  percent  down  payment  and  a  loan  term  of  30  years,  monthly 
payments  of  $1,800.00  would  be  required  for  a  dwelling  selling  for  $151,200. 

FISCAL  EFFECTS 
Revenues  to  the  City 

In  1984,  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  replacement  value  of  approximately 
$50,000,000.79/    Based  on  the  1980-81  non-bond  tax  rate  of  $4  per  $100  of  the 
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assessed  value  (25  percent  of  market  value),  the  project  would  generate 
approximately  $500,000  in  non-bond  property  tax  revenues.    The  building  would 
also  generate  property  tax  revenues  to  retire  bonded  indebtedness.    The  tax 
rate  at  which  these  revenues  would  be  generated  in  1984  would  depend  on  the 
amount  of  principal  and  interest  payments  due  in  that  year  and  the  total 
assessed  value  of  property  in  San  Francisco.    At  the  1980-81  rate  of  $0.92  per 
$100  of  assessed  value,  the  project  would  yield  $115,000  in  bond  repayment 
revenues.    The  total  property  tax  revenues  of  $615,000  would  be  distributed  as 
shown  in  Table  6,  assuming  the  same  distribution  as  in  the  1980-81  fiscal  year. 

Payroll  taxes  would  be  paid  to  the  City  General  Fund  on  the  earnings  of 
approximately  1,000  of  the  projected  employees  of  the  project.    The  remainder 
would  be  exempt  from  the  tax  either  because  they  work  for  banks  and  insurance 
companies,  which  are  not  required  to  pay  San  Francisco  payroll  taxes,  because 
they  work  for  small,  retail  tenants  with  tax  liabilities  of  less  than  $500,  or 
because  they  would  be  owners  of  businesses,  who  are  also  exempt.    Based  on  a 
1981  average  wage  of  $24,600  for  Downtown  office  workers  and  a  payroll  tax 
rate  of  1.1  percent,  payroll  tax  revenues  from  the  project  would  be  about 
$270,600. 


TABLE  6:  PROJECTED  DISTRIBUTION  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  REVENUES  FROM  THE  PROJECT, 
1984* 


Percent 


Revenues** 


City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco 

Schools 

Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District 


BART 


TOTAL 


84.60 
8.15 

0.17 

7.08 
100.00 


$  520,290 
50,123 

1,045 

4  3,542 
$  615,000 


*Based  on  1980-81  fiscal  year  distribution.  Includes  revenues  to  retire  bond 
indebtedness . 

**Based  on  an  estimated  value  of  $50,000,000. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Tax  Collector's  Office;  Environmental  Science 
Associates,  Inc. 
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It  is  estimated  that  the  average  Downtown  office  worker  in  San  Francisco  would 
make  taxable  expenditures  of  about  $1,070  a  year,  in  1981  dollars,  in  the 
Downtown  area./lO/    Sales  tax  revenues  allocated  to  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  are  one  percent  of  all  taxable  sales  purchased  by  project  employees 
which  would  be  about  $11,500.    In  addition,  employees  at  the  project  site 
would  generate  about  $6,300  by  the  half-cent  transit  sales  tax.  Of  that 
amount,  $4,700  would  go  to  BART  directly  and  the  remaining  $1,600  would  be 
distributed  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  among  BART,  Muni  and 
AC  Transit. 

The  project  would  generate  an  estimated  $24,500  in  utility  user's  tax  revenues 
to  the  City  General  Fund. /II/ 

The  owners  of  the  project  would  pay  a  0.22  percent  gross  receipts  tax  on  their 
rental  income.    It  is  estimated  that  total  annual  rental  income  for  the 
project  in  1984  would  be  $7,200,000  (1981  dol lars)  ./12/    Gross  receipts  tax 
revenues  therefore  would  be  about  $15,84  0. 

General  Fund  revenues  from  the  non-BART  sales  tax,  payroll  tax,  utility  user's 
tax,  gross  receipts  and  non-bond  property  tax  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  would  total  about  $937,000  (1981  dollars)  if  the  project  is 
completed  in  1984.    The  net  increase  in  revenues  to  the  General  Fund  that 
would  result  from  the  project  would  be  $897,000. 

These  revenue  estimates  are  based  on  tax  rates  and  fees  in  effect  in 
mid-1981.    Estimates  of  receipts  from  the  payroll  tax  and  gross  receipts  tax 
would  increase  by  about  36  percent  if  the  Proposition  Q,  approved  by  the 
voters  in  June  1980  is  fully  implemented.    This  proposition  was  approved  by 
less  than  a  two-thirds  majority  of  the  voters  and  its  validity  is  under 
litigation  to  determine  if  it  would  constitute  a  special  tax  requiring  a 
two-thirds  vote  of  approval  under  Proposition  13  to  become  effective. 

MUNI 

The  General  Fund  of  the  City  provides  a  subsidy  to  the  operating  budget  of  the 
Municipal  Railway  which  covers  the  difference  between  Muni  costs  and  the 
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revenue  Muni  receives  from  fares  and  from  federal  and  state  sources.  This 
subsidy  represents  the  cost  of  Muni  to  the  City.    The  average  deficit  per  ride 
in  1981-82  is  estimated  to  be  $0.39./13/    Assuming  that  29  percent  of  the 
employees  on  the  site  at  present  ride  Muni  to  and  from  work,  the  existing 
General  Fund  subsidy  to  Muni  required  by  on-site  employees  is  about  $4,000  per 
year.    If  the  1981-82  subsidy  were  the  same  in  1984  and  29  percent  of  the 
project  employees  would  ride  Muni  to  and  from  work,  the  project  would  create  a 
General  Fund  subsidy  to  Muni  of  about  $57,000.    The  project  would  help  pay  for 
the  Muni  deficit  through  its  revenue  contributions  to  the  General  Fund.  In 
1980-81,  ten  percent  of  discretionary  General  Fund  revenues  were  allocated  to 
Muni.    If  this  percentage  were  to  remain  constant,  the  project  would  generate 
about  $89,700  in  General  Fund  revenues  to  Muni  in  1985.    This  subsidy  is 
probably  understated  because  it  includes  only  those  workers  who  would  use  Muni 
as  their  primary  mode  of  transportation  and  excludes  those  who  use  a 
combination  of  transportation  modes  such  as  Muni  and  Southern  Pacific. 
(Although  Muni  costs  are  expected  to  increase  at  the  general  rate  of 
inflation,  the  property  value  of  the  project  for  taxing  purposes  would 
increase  by  only  two  percent  per  year  due  to  the  limitations  of  Article  XIIIA 
of  the  State  Constitution  (Proposition  B),  thereby  reducing  its  proportionate 
tax  contribution  over  time  to  the  total  costs  of  Muni.) 

On  April  27,  1981,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  a  proposal  to  assess  new 
downtown  office  developments  to  help  pay  for  Muni,  including  capital  costs. 
The  program  calls  for  creating  a  downtown  assessment  district  in  which  a 
one-time  fee  of  up  to  $5.00  per  gross  square  foot  would  be  levied  on  new 
office  space.    The  fee  program  has  been  legally  challenged,  but  if  it  were  to 
become  effective,  and  the  maximum  of  $5.00  per  square  foot  were  established  as 
the  fee,  the  project  would  generate  about  $1,325,000  for  the  one-time  Muni  fee. 

BART 

BART  fares  cover  about  40  percent  of  BART  costs.    For  each  BART  passenger  trip 
an  average  of  $1.00  is  paid  by  fares,  and  an  additional  $1.50  in  costs  must  be 
supported  by  some  other  revenue  source.    Over  86  percent  of  this  additional 
cost  is  supported  by  the  special  BART  half-cent  sales  tax. 
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It  is  estimated  that  about  15  percent  of  the  employees  who  occupy  the  existing 
buildings  ride  BART  to  work./14/   The  estimated  annual  costs  to  BART  that  are 
not  covered  by  these  riders'  fares  are  $7,9  00.    BART's  revenues  from  the  sales 
tax  generated  by  existing  employees  is  about  $335  per  year.    Assuming  the  1981 
deficit  per  rider  would  be  the  same  in  1985  and  that  15  percent  of  project 
employees  would  ride  BART  to  work,  the  project  would  generate  a  deficit  of 
about  $113,000  per  year./ 16/ 

NOTES  -  Employment,  Housing  and  Fiscal  Factors 

/I/  F.  Cutshall,  President,  Johnson  Printing  Plates  Company,  telephone 
communication,  November  5,  1981. 

HI  An  employment  multiplier  of  1.18  was  derived  from  San_Francisco  Bay  Area 
Input-Output  Model,  1967  and  1974,  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  University 
of  California,  Berkeley,  July,  1978. 

/3/  A  construction  multiplier  of  1.55  was  derived  from  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  Input- Output  Model,  1967  and  1974,  Cooperative  Extension  Service, 
University  of  California,  Berkeley,  July,  1978. 

/4/  This  formula  is  based  on  a  memorandum  by  Dean  Macris,  Director  of 
Planning,  Housing  Requirement  for  Office  Development  in  San  Francisco,  July 
20,  1981.    the  formula  is  expressed  as:       "  '  '  '    '  ' 

Gross  Square  Feet  of  Office  Space  x  .22  =  Number  of  Housing  Units  Required 

/5/  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Statistics,  March  1981,  "Area  Wage  Survey  for  the 
San  Francisco  -  Oakland,  CA,  Metropolitan  Area." 

/6/  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  October  5,  1981,  "Multiple  Sales 
Service."    This  information  includes  all  homes  sold  from  February  11,  1981,  to 
October  1,  1981. 

O  111 
O  /8/ 

/9/  Ian  Stuart,  Norland  Properties,  personal  communication,  August  17,  1981. 

/lO/  Taxable  expenditures  within  the  central  business  district  per  office 
worker  is  based  on  $715  per  year  in  1974  (SPUR,  June  1975,  Impact  of  Intensive 
High  Rise  Development  on  San  Francisco,  p.  262).    Between  1974  and  1981, 
average  weekly  earnings  of  finance,  insurance,  real  estate  and  service  workers 
rose  nationally  by  about  50  percent. 
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/II/  Utility  user's  tax  revenues  were  calculated  as  follows,  using  1981 
utility  rates: 

(a)  water:  185,175  cubic  feet  per  1  year  x  $0. 0C414  per  cubic  feet  x 

$0.05  tax  =  $38  per  year. 

(b)  gas:  4,000  therms  per  year  x  $0.34779  per  therm  x  $0.05  tax  =  $66 

per  year. 

(c)  electricity:    3,300,000  kwh  per  year  x  $0,045  per  kwh  x  $0.05  tax  =  $7,425 

per  year. 

(d)  telephone:       140,000  square  feet  x  $1.40  per  square  feet  x  $0.05  tax  = 

$16,800 

TOTAL:  $24,329 

SOURCE:    Flack  &  Kurtz  Associates,  TRACE  Computer  Model,  July  23,  1981,  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

/12/  Daon  Corporation,  August  18,  1981. 

/13/  Bruce  Bernard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant,  oral  communication,  October  28, 
1981.    Based  on  1981-82  Muni  net  operating  cost  of  $142,139,000,  and  net 
revenues  of  $87,833,000.    Assuming  the  1979  revenue  passenger  number  of  139 
million  would  be  applicable  in  1981,  the  average  general  fund  deficit  per  ride 
would  be  $0.39.    However,  there  has  not  been  any  update  of  the  ridership 
number  since  1979,  therefore,  the  deficit  per  ride  of  $0.39  is  estimated. 

/14/  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  "Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Evaluation  -  Transportation  Impacts",  October  1980. 

/15/  1,070  employees  x  15  percent  ride  BART  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $1.50^ 
113,000. 


E.  TRANSPORTATION 


As  the  growth  of  Downtown  San  Francisco  continues.  City  policies  are  being 
formulated  and  implemented  to  limit  the  provision  of  long-term  parking,  and 
hence  the  use  of  the  automobile  Downtown.    Public  transit  is  expected  to  meet 
a  larger  proportion  of  the  new  travel  demand  than  it  has  in  the  past. 
Implicit  in  the  public  transit  analyses  discussed  in  this  Section  is  a 
secondary  effect  of  the  proposed  projects  on  transit,  i.e.,  that  automobile 
travel  to  and  from  the  new  projects,  using  public  parking,  would  displace  some 
prior  users  of  public  parking  who  would  then  travel  on  public  transit. 
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The  intersection  of  Mission  and  Main  Streets,  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the 
block  containing  the  proposed  project,  would  become  a  focal  point  of  vehicular 
trips  into  the  City  from  the  Bay  Bridge  and  James  Lick  Freeway,  of  Muni  bus 
routes  on  Mission  and  Main  Streets,  and  of  many  new  pedestrian  trips  from  new 
developments  in  the  area.    This  report  includes  in  the  analyses  of  vehicular 
and  pedestrian  traffic  consideration  of  their  conflicts  at  intersections. 

CIRCULATION  DURING  CONSTRUCTION 

The  construction  periods  of  the  building  at  101  Mission  Street  (100  Spear 
Street),  and  the  Spear-Main  Building,  both  approved  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  and  the  Mission-Main  Building,  under  formal  review  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  and  the  proposed  project  at  135  Main  Street  may 
overlap,  depending  upon  the  actions  of  the  Planning  Commission  and  the 
responses  of  developers  and  contractors. 

The  construction  of  the  latter  three  buildings,  on  Main  Street,  would 
interfere  little  with  vehicular  traffic  or  transit  traffic  there;  traffic  is 
light  on  Main  Street,  and  there  are  three  traffic  lanes.    Blockage  of  the  curb 
lane  and,  if  necessary,  one  traffic  lane  would  not  cause  delays  sufficient  to 
change  the  Level  of  Service  at  adjacent  intersections.    (See  also  the  last 
paragraph  on  page  95.)    However,  the  Main  Street  east  sidewalk  now  carries 
about  1,000  pedestrians  per  hour  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    In  the  event  of 
simultaneous  construction  activity  at  all  three  sites,  the  best  means  of 
separating  pedestrians  from  the  construction  activity  may  be  to  temporarily 
close  the  east  sidewalk  between  Howard  and  Mission  Streets.    The  west  sidewalk 
will  be  connected  with  the  Mission  Street  sidewalks  west  of  Main  Street  and 
the  inbound  freeway  ramp  after  completion  of  the  Pacific  Gateway  building,  and 
could  then  carry  the  pedestrian  traffic.    The  Spear  Street  sidewalk  could  also 
carry  some  of  the  traffic  from  the  closed  east  sidewalk  of  Main  Street,  but 
pedestrians  might  then  encounter  construction  activities  at  the  101  Mission 
Street  site. 

For  minimal  disruption  of  Muni  operations  and  other  vehicular  traffic  on 
Mission  Street,  the  vehicular  access  points  to  the  101  Mission  and 
Mission-Main  construction  sites  would  be  from  Spear  and  Main  Streets.  A 
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continuous  covered  sidewalk  could  then  be  constructed  the  length  of  the 
Mission  Street  block,  if  construction  periods  of  these  two  buildings  were  to 
overlap.    The  farside  stop  for  eastbound  Muni  vehicles  on  Mission  Street  at 
Main  Street  may  have  to  be  temporarily  suspended;  the  nearest  stop  is  350  feet 
east  of  Spear  Street.    Regulation  of  the  provision  of  temporary  sidewalks  and 
of  sidewalk  closures  during  construction  is  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works, 
Division  of  Traffic  Engineering. 


TRAVEL  DEMAND 


Table  7  shows  estimates  of  future  trips  to  the  area  caused  by  projects  already 
in  the  construction  phase,  by  the  proposed  135  Main  Street  office  building, 
and  by  other  proposed  developments ./I/    Presently  under  construction  are  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank,  the  150  Spear  Street  Building,  and  the  Pacific  Gateway 
Building.    Proposed  are  buildings  at  Mission  and  Main  Streets,  101  Mission 
Street,  201  Spear  Street,  and  the  Spear-Main  Building  on  the  parcel  to  the 
south  of  the  site.    The  floor  areas  and  parking  spaces  of  these  buildings  are 
shown  in  Table  4,  page  52. 


TABLE  7:    ESTIMATED  PEAK-HOUR  PERSON-TRIPS  FOR  PROJECTS  PROPOSED  AND  UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION  IN  THE  SITE  AREA 


Buildings  Retail  (sq.  ft.) 

Under  construction*  12,350 

135  Main  Street  7,500 

Other  proposed 
developments**  9,270 


Office  (sq.  ft.)  Pe ak- Ho ur  P ers on-Tr i ps 
1,284,500  4,600 
256,500  960 

1  ,036,260  3,700 


*  Buildings  in  this  category  are  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  the  150  Spear 
Street  Building,  and  the  Pacific  Gateway  Building. 

**Includes  101  Mission  Street,  Mission-Main,  201  Spear  Street,  and  Spear-Main 
Building. 


It  is  unlikely  that  the  present  proportion  of  persons  traveling  by  each  mode 
will  remain  applicable  in  the  future.    Traffic  service  levels  approaching  F  on 
major  routes  into  the  City,/2/  "transit  first"  transportation  policies  such  as 
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limitations  on  parking,  and  rising  fuel  costs  are  factors  which  are  expected 
to  tend  to  shift  travel  from  automobiles  to  transit.    Policy  4  of  Objective  1 
of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
Master  Plan  states  that  "a  basic  premise  of  the  Transportation  Element  is  that 
all  additions  to  the  commuter  load  as  a  result  of  job  growth  in  the  City 
should  be  accommodated  by  public  transit." 

The  Transportation  Element  contains  measures  which  seek  to  discourage  the 
provision  of  long-term  parking  in  the  downtown  area.    With  an  increased  demand 
for  public  parking  expected  to  result  from  approved  projects  to  be  completed 
by  1984,  the  existing  vacancies  (7  percent)  among  public  parking  spaces  in  the 
area  would  be  effectively  removed  by  that  year.    Peak-hour  travel  by  mode  for 
the  project  and  other  developments  is  shown  in  Table  8.    Many  of  the  new 
coimiuters  to  and  from  these  projects  who  would  wish  to  travel  by  automobile 
would  be  able  to  get  access  to  the  area  from  the  freeways  and  Bay  Bridge  and 
to  find  public  parking  spaces  off-site,  but  in  so  doing  would  displace  others 


TABLE  8:    ESTIMATED  PEAK-HOUR  PERSON-TRIPS  BY  TRAVEL  MODE 


Percent 

Projects 

Other 

by 

Under 

135  Main 

Proposed 

Mode 

Mode* 

Construction** 

Project 

Developments** 

Total 

Automobi le 

36 

1,6  50 

340 

1,330 

1,670 

Muni 

29 

1,130 

280 

1,070 

1,350 

BART 

15 

690 

140 

560 

7  00 

A/C 

8 

370 

80 

280 

36  0 

SamTr ans 

2 

90 

20 

70 

90 

SPRR 

4 

180 

40 

150 

190 

GGT 

5 

230 

50 

190 

24  0 

Ferry 

1 

50 

10 

40 

50 

Other 

3 

140 

30 

110 

140 

4,790 


*  Based  on  Attachment  I,  Transportation  Guidelines,  OER.    Multi-mode  trips 
cause  the  total  to  exceed  100%. 
**Listed  in  Table  7,  page  79. 
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who  would  then  use  transit.    Therefore,  concurrent  with  the  new  travel  demand 
created  by  these  projects,  and  due  principally  to  it,  there  would  be  a  general 
shift  to  public  transit  use  from  automobile  use  downtown.    The  total  effect 
would  be  a  small  increase  in  vehicle  trips  and  a  greater  increase  in  transit 
use  as  shown  in  Table  9.    The  basis  of  Table  9  is  discussed  further  in 
Appendix  A-1,  page  139. 


TABLE  9:    TOTAL  EFFECT,  WITH  LIMITATIONS  ON  AUTOMOBILE  USE,  OF  PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENTS  ON  PEAK-HOUR  TRAVEL  DEMAND  (PERSON  TRIPS) 


Other 


135  Main 

Proposed 

Mode 

Project 

Developments 

Total 

Automobile 

40 

150 

190 

Muni 

420 

1,610 

2,030 

BART 

200 

780 

980 

A/C 

110 

420 

530 

SamTrans 

50 

180 

230 

SPRR 

70 

260 

330 

GGT 

90 

340 

430 

Ferry 

15 

55 

70 

Other 

30 

110 

140 

*The  difference  between  Table  8  and  Table  9  is  due  to  rounding,  and  to  a 
projected  increase  in  multi-mode  trips. 


TRANSIT 


The  38  Muni  lines  with  stops  within  2,000  feet  of  the  site  are  expected  to 
carry  about  30,000  outbound  p.m.  peak  hour  trips  in  1984. /3/    New  Muni 
patronage  attributable  to  the  project  would  number  about  420  trips  during  the 
p.m.  peak  hour,  and  about  2,000  daily  trips.    In  addition  to  new  Muni  trips 
which  would  begin  or  end  at  135  Main  Street,  these  estimates  of  project 
impacts  on  Muni  include  displaced  automobile  users  from  other  buildings.  The 
increase  would  be  about  1.4%.    Photographs  of  typical  crowded  peak-hour 
conditions  on  Muni  vehicles  in  late  1981  are  shown  in  Figure  25A. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impact 

The  Muni  trips  directly  associated  with  the  project,  and  estimated  in  Table  8, 
page  80,  would  number  280  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  1  ,400  daily.    The  280 
trips  would  represent  about  a  0.9%  increase  in  Muni  patronage  in  1984  on  the 
affected  lines.    This  would  mean  about  0.5  persons  on  each  fully  loaded  bus. 
Approximate  load  factors  on  affected  Muni  lines  are  shown  in  Appendix  A-7, 
page  192. 

New  peak-hour  trips  attributable  to  the  project  on  other  modes  of  transit  are 
also  shown  in  Table  8,  page  80.    These  estimated  new  trips  would  total  535  and 
would  represent  a  one  percent  increase  in  travel  on  the  regional  carriers.  Of 
these  trips,  at  least  340  would  be  generated  directly  by  135  Main  Street. 

Cumulative  Impacts 

As  shown  in  Tables  8  and  9,  pages  80  and  81,  it  is  estimated  that  peak-hour 
travel  on  the  38  affected  Muni  lines  would  increase  by  about  3,4  00  trips 
during  the  peak  hour,  a  volume  numerically  equivalent  to  46  motor  coaches 
loaded  to  a  recommended  maximum  capacity  of  72  persons.    This  would  represent 
about  a  20  percent  increase  in  ridership  on  those  lines.    Of  the  affected 
lines,  the  most  notable  increase  would  be  on  routes  now  served  by  lines  9,  11, 
12,  14,  14GL,  and  14X  on  Mission  Street,  which  would  carry  about  575  new  trips 
from  cumulative  development  in  the  area./4/    The  present  Muni  five-year  plan 
shows  an  expected  22  percent  reduction  in  p.m.  peak-hour  capacity  on  those 
lines  to  about  3,000  trips.    It  is  anticipated  that  increased  capacity  on  the 
Muni  Metro  lines  and  a  provision  to  allow  the  use  of  the  Muni  Fast  Pass  on 
BART  would  allow  this  reduction  of  bus  service  on  Mission  Street. 

PEDESTRIANS 

Most  peak-hour  pedestrian  traffic  generated  by  the  project  to  and  from  the 
north  would  be  oriented  toward  the  Embarcadero  subway  station  or  Muni  bus 
stops  on  Market  Street.    Muni  stops  on  Mission  Street  would  also  attract 
pedestrian  trips. /5/    The  Transbay  Terminal  would  be  the  walking  destination 
of  users  of  A/C  Transit,  some  SamTrans  routes,  some  Golden  Gate  Transit 
routes,  and  some  Muni  routes.    Ferry  riders  would  walk  north  to  Mission  Street 
and  then  east.    Most  users  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  would  probably 


82 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


ride  the  Muni  SOX  line  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Terminal  which  is  approximately 
1.3  miles  southwest  of  the  site.    Some  parking  would  be  available  in  the  area, 
principally  to  the  north,  south,  and  west  of  the  site.  Most  commuting  parkers 
would  be  traveling  as  pedestrians  in  these  directions. 

Sidewalks  will  be  provided  on  Mission  Street  in  front  of  the  Pacific  Gateway 
Building  when  construction  of  that  building,  which  is  under  way,  is  complete. 
Crosswalks  across  Mission  and  Main  Streets  will  be  added  to  the  west  and  south 
sides  of  this  intersection  where  none  exist  at  present. /6/   The  135  Main 
Street  project  would  increase  pedestrian  flow  in  the  Mission  Street  crosswalk 
on  the  east  side  of  Main  Street  about  14  percent  above  that  which  will  be 
present  after  buildings  now  under  construction  (see  Table  4,  page  52)  are  in 
place.    There  would  be  a  four  percent  increase  in  the  green  time  needed  to 
accommodate  eastbound  and  westbound  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic  on 
Mission  Street. 

Figure  26  shows  the  existing  demand  on  sidewalk  capacities  at  the  Mission-Main 
intersection.    Figure  27  shows  the  estimated  demand  on  pedestrian  flow 
capacity  at  the  Mission-Main  intersection  after  projects  under  construction 
(see  Table  4,  page  52)  are  in  place.    Figure  28,  page  85,  shows  the  estimated 
level  of  demand  with  the  addition  of  the  project.    Figure  29,  page  85,  shows 
the  estimated  cumulative  demand  on  pedestrian  capacity  which  could  result  upon 
completion  of  the  other  proposed  projects  listed  in  Table  4,  page  52.  The 
additional  volumes  would  result  in  flows  in  the  north  crosswalk  on  Mission 
Street  which  would  require  about  90  percent  of  the  available  green  signal  time 
on  Mission  Street  to  clear  the  intersection.    Pedestrians  would  require  20 
seconds  to  clear  the  longest  segment  of  the  new  crosswalk  across  Main  Street 
on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street.    With  the  existing  timing  of  35  seconds 
of  green  time  for  Mission  Street  traffic,  only  about  15  seconds  would  be 
available  to  enter  the  crosswalk.    As  a  result,  the  flow  capacity  of  that  new 
crosswalk  would  be  less  than  the  demand. 

A  network  of  walkways  is  expected  to  exist  within  the  project  block  after 
development  there  is  complete.    The  network  would  reduce  the  pedestrian  flow 
on  some  sidewalk  segments.    Because  block-to-block  travel  requires  the  use  of 
crosswalks,  flow  at  the  crosswalks  would  not  be  reduced  by  the  interior  block 
walkways. 
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FIGURE  26:  Existing  Pedestrian  Flows  as  a  Percent  of  Capacity 
at  the  Mission/Main  intersection,  P.M.  Peak  Hour 

NOTE:  The  width  of  the  island  between  the  free-way  off  ramp 
and  the  freeway  left-turn  ramp  is  shown  approximately 
as  planned  rather  than  as  existing. 
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FIGURE  27:  Pedestrian  Flows  as  a  Percent  of  Capacity  at  the 
Mission/Main  Intersection  Upon  Completion  of 
Buildings  Under  Construction,  P.M.  Peak  Hour 
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FIGURE  28:  Pedestrian  Flows  as  a  Percent  of  Capacity  at  the 
Mission/Main  Intersection  Upon  Completion  of  the 
Project,  P.M.  Peak  Hour 

NOTE:  The  width  of  the  island  between  the  free-way  off  ramp 
and  the  freeway  left-turn  ramp  is  shown  approximately 
as  planned  rather  than  as  existing. 
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FIGURE  29:  Pedestrian  Flows  as  a  Percent  of  Capacity  at  the 
Mission/Main  Intersection  Upon  Completion  of  the 
Project  and  Other  Buildings  Under  Review,  P.M. 
Peak  Hour 
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The  sidewalk  space  on  the  corners  at  the  Mission-Main  intersection  where 
pedestrians  wait  for  a  green  signal  would  experience  periods  of  heavy 
loading.    During  peak  demand  periods  almost  74  percent  of  the  reservoir  space 
at  the  Main  Street  crosswalk  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  would  be  used 
at  the  end  of  the  crossing  wait  period,  when  standing  pedestrians  would  be 
constrained.    Under  this  condition  pedestrians  would  be  uncomfortably  close 
and  movements  through  the  group  would  be  restricted. 

Other  crosswalks  and  sidewalks  in  the  area  would  be  affected  to  a  lesser 
extent  by  development  in  the  area.    No  problems  with  accommodating  flow  at 
them  are  foreseen. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  proposed  that  east-west  pedestrian 
walkways  within  the  project  block  and  in  Assessor's  Block  3719  to  the  west, 
bounded  by  Fremont,  Beale,  Mission,  and  Howard  Streets,  be  connected  by  a 
similar  walkway  across  the  intervening  Assessor's  Block  3718  under  the  freeway 
ramps  south  of  the  Pacific  Gateway  building  which  is  now  being  constructed. 

The  proposed  alignment  of  the  new  walkway  in  Assessor's  Block  3718  would  not 
form  a  straight  line,  but  would  connect  non-aligned  walkways  on  Block  3719  and 
the  project  block  (3717)  by  a  curved  path.    On  the  project  block,  the  walkway 
would  be  between  the  proposed  Spear-Main  building  and  the  existing  Kemper 
Building  on  the  southwest  corner  of  the  block.    A  mid-block  crosswalk  across 
Main  Street  (three  traffic  lanes)  is  therefore  proposed  at  that  location. 
Similarly,  there  would  be  a  walkway  between  Beale  and  Fremont  Streets,  just 
opposite  the  restaurant  adjacent  to  the  nose  of  the  Beale  Street  on-ramp.  The 
proposed  location  of  the  mid-block  crosswalk  across  Beale  Street  (two  traffic 
lanes)  is  just  south  of  the  walkway,  between  it  and  the  Transbay  Terminal  ramp. 

The  walking  distance  between  the  proposed  new  crosswalk  across  Main  Street, 
and  the  corner  of  Mission  and  Fremont  Streets,  would  be  about  12  to  25  percent 
less  on  the  proposed  new  walkway  than  on  the  alternative  routes  via  the 
intersections  of  Main  Street  with  Mission  or  Howard  Streets.    The  walkway, 
therefore,  could  be  expected  to  attract  many  of  the  pedestrian  trips  which 
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originate  south  of  the  proposed  Main  Street  crosswalk  and  along  both  sides  of 
Main  and  Spear  Streets.    (About  1,000  pedestrians  per  hour  use  the  sidewalk  on 
the  east  side  of  Main  Street  in  the  project  block  now.)    However,  it  would  not 
attract  trips  from  buildings  along  Mission  Street,  such  as  the  proposed 
Mission-Main  building,  or  the  recently  approved  building  at  101  Mission 
Street.    Few  trips  from  the  proposed  project  at  135  Main  Street  would  use  the 
walkway  unless  congestion  in  crosswalks  at  the  Mission-Main  intersection  would 
cause  a  diversion  to  the  proposed  new  walkway. 

Main,  Beale,,  and  Fremont  Streets  are  transit  streets,  but  signalization  of 
the  proposed  new  crosswalks,  interlocked  with  existing  upstream  signals  on 
these  one-way  streets,  would  avoid  most  of  the  potential  for  delay  of  transit 
vehicles  which  would  otherwise  exist.    Other  vehicles  turning  into  Main  Street 
from  Howard  Street,  or  into  Beale  Street  from  Mission  Street,  would  be  briefly 
delayed. 

PRIVATE  PASSENGER  VEHICLES 

Assuming  a  daily  short-term  parking  turnover  rate  of  four  vehicles  per  parking 
space,  there  would  be  about  175  trips  per  day  into  and  out  of  the  project 
garage,  of  which  about  15  trips  would  occur  during  the  peak  hours.    With  the 
three  lanes  on  Main  Street  averaging  about  720  peak  hour  trips  in  1981,  and 
operating  at  only  about  10  to  15  percent  of  capacity  during  the  peak  hour, 
there  would  be  no  capacity  problems  posed  by  project-generated  trips  on  Main 
Street  in  the  project  block. 

As  the  driveway  to  the  parking  area  would  be  over  90  feet  long,  it  is  not 
likely  that  queues  on  the  down  ramp  to  the  parking  area  would  be  long  enough 
to  block  the  sidewalk.    During  peak  traffic  hours,  outbound  cars  from  the 
garage  (about  ten  per  hour)  could  proceed  onto  the  street  with  an  average 
delay  at  the  curb  of  less  than  ten  seconds.    The  sidewalk  would  be  blocked 
less  than  one  percent  of  the  time./7/ 
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Most  trips  created  by  the  project  (see  Table  9,  page  81)  would  be  diverted  to 

transit  as  discussed  above.    Not  uncommonly,  transit  trips  begin  or  end  as 

automobile  trips.    The  new  transit  trips  shown  in  Table  9  would  result  in 

additional  demand  for  parking  at  transit  terminals  outside  the  city.  Parking 

may  not  be  available  in  sufficient  quantity  at  some  outlying  terminals. 

Automobile  trips  associated  with  the  project  would  be  made  principally  to  and 
from  public  parking  elsewhere  in  the  area  as  shown  in  Figure  16,  page  41.  At 
most,  these  trips  would  number  about  240  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  (340  person 
trips  at  a  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.4);  but  almost  all  of  these  would  displace 
other  persons  from  automobile  use  requiring  public  parking,  so  that  there 
would  be  almost  no  net  effect  on  traffic  in  the  area  caused  by  the  project. 

Table  10  shows  estimated  capacities  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  at  the 
Mission-Beale,  Mission-Main,  Mission-Spear,  and  Howard-Main  intersections. 
For  the  a.m.  period  the  Mission-Main  intersection  is  also  shown,  as  that  is 
the  peak  hour  for  the  Main  Street  freeway  off-ramp.    At  none  of  the 
intersections  analyzed  would  the  vehicle  or  pedestrian  volumes  generated  by 
the  135  Main  Street  project  have  a  significant  effect  on  capacity. 

Cumulative  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic  would  degrade  service  levels  at 
all  of  the  intersections  shown  in  Table  10.    In  general,  over  50  percent  of 
the  cumulative  demand  on  green  time  would  be  from  pedestrian  traffic.  After 
cumulative  development,  all  intersections  would  provide  service  levels  of  E 
or  F  during  the  p.m.  peak.    Vehicular  demand  could  be  reduced  at  Main  and 
Mission  Streets  to  an  estimated  46  percent  of  available  green  time  by  the 
elimination  of  left  turns  to  Main  Street  from  Mission  Street  eastbound. 
However,  approximately  90  percent  of  the  time  would  be  needed  for  the 
concurrent  pedestrian  crossing  movements.    This  left-turn  volume  could  be 
diverted  around  the  project  block  via  right  turns  at  Spear  and  Howard  Streets, 
could  use  Folsom  Street  instead  of  Mission  Street,  or  could  continue  east  to 
Steuart  Street.    Service  levels  at  the  intersections  along  these  routes  would 
be  degraded  by  less  than  ten  percent  by  this  adjustment. 
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TABLE  10:    VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  AT  INTERSECTIONS  IN  THE  VICINITY  OF 
135  MAIN  STREET  (MOST  CONGESTED  LANES)* 


MISSION-  MISSION-  MISSION-  MISSION- 

BEALE  MAIN  SPEAR  HOWARD 

PM  PM  AM__  PM  PM 

Existing**  (F)  1.09     (F)  1.09    (F)  1.07      (E)  1.00         (E)  0.91 

With  development 

under  construction**  (F)  1.16      (F)  1.16    (F)  1.14     (F)  1.06  (E)  1.00 

With  135  Main**  (F)  1.16      (F)  1.19    (F)  1.17      (F)  1.12  (F)  1.05 

With  other 
projects 

(cumulative)**  (F)  1.19     (F)  1.37    (F)  1.36     (F)  1.27  (F)  1.13 

Cumulative  without 

eastbound  left 

turn  at  Not 

Mission-Main**  Applicable  (E)  0.91    (E)  0.91      (F)  1.07  (F)  1.10 

*Numbers  show  the  minimum  percentage  of  the  existing  green  time  required  to 
accommodate  the  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic.    Service  levels  are  defined 
in  Appendix  A-5,  page  144.    Typically,  the  most  congested  lanes  are  turning 
lanes . 

**Eastbound  and  Westbound  phase. 
***Northbound  and/or  Southbound  phase. 


Parking 


No  on-street  parking  would  be  removed  by  the  project.    Access  to  the  22 
off-street  parking  spaces  in  the  building  would  be  at  the  south  end  of  the 
building  on  Main  Street  via  a  two-way  ramp  15.5  feet  wide  on  a  13  percent 
grade.    One  wide  space  adjacent  to  the  elevators  would  be  provided  for 
exclusive  use  by  handicapped  individuals.    A  six-bicycle  rack  would  be 
provided  in  the  parking  area.    The  small  number  of  spaces  to  be  provided,  in 
comparison  with  demand,  is  consistent  with  the  overall  policy  of  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  of  minimizing  automobile  use  in  the 
core  area,  although  no  parking  is  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code  in  the 
C-3-0  district. 
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Based  on  the  estimate  that  1,060  persons  would  be  employed  on  the  site  and  on 
the  trip  generation  rates  and  travel  mode  assumptions  shown  in  Table  8, 
page  80,  parking  demand  would  be  for  360  spaces  of  which  270  would  be 
long-term  and  90  short-term.    Currently  available  parking  in  the  area  is 
approximately  1,100  spaces.    By  1984  available  parking  will  have  diminished  as 
the  result  of  the  increased  demand  caused  by  approved  projects  which  will  be 
completed  by  then.    It  is  unlikely  that  the  overflow  parking  demand  generated 
by  the  project  could  be  entirely  accommodated  by  public  parking  in  the  area  in 
that  >'ear. 

Loading  and  Unloading 

Two  loading  docks  for  vans  and  trucks  would  be  located  off  Main  Street  on  the 
west  side  of  the  building  at  street  level.    One  loading  dock  would  be  recessed 
within  an  enclosed  stall  approximately  38  feet  long  and  12  feet  wide  on  the 
north  side  of  the  building;  the  other,  25  feet  long  and  12  feet  wide,  would  be 
in  an  unenclosed  area  on  the  south  side  of  the  building.    The  north  side  dock 
would  have  direct  access  to  a  freight  elevator  which  would  serve  the  entire 
building.    A  van  loading  area,  located  in  the  basement  parking  area,  would 
also  have  direct  access  to  the  freight  elevator.    Curb  cuts  approximately  13 
feet  long  would  provide  access  to  each  street  level  loading  space.    The  van 
loading  area  would  be  accessible  via  the  ramp  leading  to  the  basement  parking 
area  at  the  southern  side  of  the  building.    The  street  level  loading 
facilities  conform  to  the  requirements  of  number,  area,  arrangement,  and 
access,  of  Sections  154  and  155  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  basement  van 
loading  area  would  have  a  restricted  height  clearance  of  eight  feet.  The 
Department  of  City  Planning  has  estimated  that  a  total  of  three  spaces,  would 
be  required  to  meet  the  average  hourly  demand,  although  the  Planning  Code 
presently  requires  two.    Curbside  space  would  be  used,  if  properly  marked, 
when  the  loading  docks  are  in  use  or  when  easily  moved  goods  are  loaded. 

Tractor-trailer  combinations,  which  are  typically  55  feet  in  length,  would 
project  beyond  the  loading  space  into  sidewalk  pedestrian  flow  on  Main 
Street.    Tractor-trailer  deliveries,  however,  would  be  uncommon  and  would  be 


90 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


limited  to  moving  vans  and  some  deliveries  of  heavy  office  equipment  and 
furniture.    More  common  delivery  vehicles  are  single-unit  trucks  (typically 
less  than  40  feet)  and  vans.    Both  types  would  fit  into  the  principal  loading 
dock  with  no  sidewalk  overhang.    Vans  would  also  fit  into  the  basement  loading 
area. 

Truck  access  to  the  project  is  shown  on  Figure  30.    Most  maneuvers  would 
involve  trucks  backing  across  the  sidewalk.    During  heavy  pedestrian  flow, 
docking  time  would  increase  somewhat.    The  backing  maneuvers  of  single  unit 
trucks  of  a  35-to-40-foot  length  require  a  cleared  area  in  front  of  the  stall 
of  nearly  45  feet.    Two  of  the  three  traffic  lanes  on  Main  Street  would  be 
blocked  during  each  maneuver  of  such  trucks,  as  would  the  sidewalk.    A  truck 
greater  than  40  feet  in  length  would  block  some  or  all  of  the  sidewalk. 

Section  155(h)  of  the  Planning  Code  requires  that  the  frequency  and  width  of 
curb  cuts  be  such  that  on-street  parking  spaces  are  maintained  and  conflicts 
with  transit  and  pedestrian  movements  are  minimized.  The  location  of  curb 
cuts  in  the  project  block  upon  completion  of  all  proposed  projects  are  shown 
in  Appendix  A-6,  page  145.  Project  curb  cuts  would  extend  across  30  percent 
of  the  building  frontage. 

Although  Main  Street  is  designated  a  major  thoroughfare  in  the  Transportation 
Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  traffic  volumes  in  the  project  block  are  light 
(Level  of  Service  A).    Double  parking  by  trucks  and  service  vehicles  would 
have  little  impact  on  Main  Street  traffic  flow,  as  only  one  of  the  three 
traffic  lanes  would  be  blocked.    If  the  existing  on-street  loading  zone  were 
retained,  blocking  of  traffic  lanes  would  not  be  expected  to  occur.    If  double 
parking  occurred,  the  two  remaining  lanes  would  each  then  carry  about  360 
vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  which  is  about  20  percent  of  the  capacity 
of  a  lane. 
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TRANSPORTATION  ELEI^NT  OF  THE  MASTER  PLAN 

The  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  states  City 
objectives  and  policies  pertaining  to  transportation.  The  relationship 
between  these  policies  and  the  proposed  project  are  summarized  in  Table  11. 


TABLE  11:    RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  PROJECT  AND  APPLICABLE  OBJECTIVES  AND 
POLICIES  OF  THE  TRANSPORTATION  ELEMENT  OF  THE  MASTER  PLAN 


APPLICABLE  TRANSPORTATION  POLICIES 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  PROJECT  TO 
APPLICABLE  POLICIES  


A.    General  Objectives  and  Policies 

Objective  1:    Meet  the  needs  of  all 
residents  and  visitors  for  safe, 
convenient,  and  inexpensive  travel 
within  San  Francisco  and  between 
the  City  and  other  parts  of  the  Region. 

1.    Policy  6:    Develop  a  financing 
system  for  transportation  in  which 
funds  may  be  allocated  without  unneces- 
sary restriction  for  priority  improve- 
ments according  to  established  policies, 


2.  Policy  7:  Seek  means  to  reduce 
peak  travel  demand. 


B.    Thoroughfares  Plan 

Objective  3:    Provide  safe  and 
pleasant  space  for  pedestrians. 

3.  Policy  3:  Ensure  convenient 
and  safe  pedestrian  crossings. 


If  implemented,  San  Francisco 
Ordinance  #224-81,  establishing  a 
Transit  Impact  Development  Fee, 
would  enable  the  City  to  assess 
the  project  for  the  transit 
impacts  considered  attributable  to 
the  project. 

A  transportation  management  plan 
for  the  development  is  contained 
in  the  mitigation  section  of  this 
report,  which  would  have  the 
effect  of  shifting  some  of  the 
travel  demand  to  off-peak  hours. 


The  project  would  contribute 
substantially  to  improvements  in 
pedestrian  flows  in  the  100  block 
of  Main  Street.    Present  sidewalks 
would  be  repaved  and  maintained 
with  an  additional  north-south 
walkway  added  to  the  interior  of 
the  block. 
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C .    Downtown  Transportation  Plan 

Objective  1:    Maintain  the  type  and  level 
of  transportation  facilities  and  services 
appropriate  to  enhance  the  economic 
vitality  of  the  Downtown  business  and 
shopping  district. 

4.    Policy  1:    Improve  the  downtown 
pedestrian  circulation  system, 
especially  within  the  downtown 
core. 


5.  Policy  4:  Discourage  the  addition 
of  new  long-term  parking  spaces  in  and 
around  Downtown. 


6.    Policy  7:    Encourage  the  private 
sector  to  provide  additional  pedes- 
trian space  in  new  developments. 


Objective  3:    Improve  facilities 
for  freight  deliveries  and  business 
services. 

7.    Policy  1:    Require  off-street 
facilities  for  freight  loading  and 
service  vehicles  in  all  major  new 
developments  and  seek  opportunities 
for  new  facilities  for  old  buildings. 


As  the  Mission  and  Main  Streets 
intersection  is  a  convergence 
point  for  both  vehicles  and 
pedestrians,  the  large  amount  of 
flow  to  be  generated  by 
development  in  the  area,  including 
the  proposed  project,  would  find 
insufficient  capacity  there,  given 
the  present  configuration. 


Developments  in  the  project  block 
would  include  primary  north-south 
and  east-west  walkways  providing 
direct  passage  through  the  block. 
Other  walkways  from  the  block 
exterior  will  enhance  access  to 
the  primary  walkways. 

The  sponsor  intends  to  make  some 
of  the  22  spaces  proposed  in  the 
basement  parking  area  available  to 
office  tenants  without 
restrictions  on  length  of  daily 
use. 

The  135  Main  Street  project  would 
include  a  partially  enclosed  public 
courtyard  on  Main  Street.  The 
mid-block  walkway  would  be 
incorporated  into  a  glass-covered 
garden. 


The  project  would  have  off-street 
loading  facilities  meeting  the 
requirements  of  the  City  Planning 
Code. 
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8.  Policy  2:    Encourage  consoli- 
dation of  freight  deliveries  and 
nighttime  deliveries  to  produce 
greater  efficiency  and  reduce 
congestion. 

9.  Policy  3:    Provide  short-term  loading 
spaces  on  the  street  for  small  deliveries 
and  essential  services,  with  strict 
enforcement. 


10.    Policy  4:    Prohibit  new  sidewalk 
elevators  in  high  pedestrian  use  areas. 


A  transportation  management  plan  is 
under  consideration  as  a  mitigation 
(see  Section  V,  page  114).  Freight 
deliveries  would  be  an  element  of 
the  plan. 

Existing  loading  space  on  the 
street  may  be  retained,  subject 
to  review  by  the  Traffic  Engineer- 
ing Division  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works. 

The  project  would  have  none.  Two 
existing  elevators  would  be 
removed. 


D.    Cit^^ide  Parking  Plan 


Objective  3:    Provide  convenient  and 
safe  parking  facilities  for  bicycles. 

11.    Policy  2:    Provide  bicycle  parking 
facilities  in  major  new  construction, 
such  as  office  buildings,  shopping 
and  medical  centers,  and  residential 
complexes. 


Approximately  100  square  feet 
would  be  provided  for  bicycle 
parking  in  the  subsurface 
parking  garage. 


DEMOLITION,  EXCAVATION,  AND  CONSTRUCTION 

Traffic  flow  along  Main  Street  would  be  altered  during  the  construction  period 
by  truck  traffic  into  and  out  of  the  site.    The  sidewalk  area  would  be 
enclosed  by  a  construction  fence  and  a  temporary  pedestrian  way  would  be 
located  in  the  east  parking  lane  of  Main  Street,  subject  to  approval  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works.    An  average  of  20  truck-trips  per  day  would  be 
needed  to  haul  demolition  and  excavation  debris  to  a  fill  area  at  Sierra 
Point,  south  of  Candlestick  Park./8/    Loading  of  haul  trucks  would  occur 
within  the  construction  site.    Construction  over  a  20-month  period  would 
require  approximately  6,600  truck-trips,  averaging  15  trips  per  day.  Except 
for  some  brief  blockage  of  all  lanes  by  backing  trailer  trucks,  lane  capacity 
on  Main  Street  would  be  unimpaired. 
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Off-site  parking  for  workers  would  be  arranged  for  by  the  contractor. 
Commonly,  a  facility  is  leased  or  reimbursement  of  worker  parking  costs  is 
arranged.    In  any  case,  demand  for  parking  in  the  area  would  increase 
temporari ly. 

NOTES  -  Circulation  and  Parking 

/!/  Trip  generation  rates  by  floor  area,  for  various  uses,  have  been  compiled 
by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation 
--  Transportation  Impacts,  October  IQSTH    Office  space  and  retail  space  are 
estimated  to  generate,  respectively,  17.5  and  80  daily  person  trips  per  1,000 
square  feet.    As  about  20  percent  of  daily  office  trips  occur  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour,  the  peak  hour  trip  generation  rate  is  3.5  trips  per  1,000  square 
feet.    For  retail  space,  the  peak  hour  trip  generation  rate  is  eight  trips  per 
1 ,000  square  feet. 

HI  Vehicular  Levels  of  Service  are  defined  in  Appendix  A-5,  page  144. 

•  HI  The  38  affected  Muni  lines  are  the  1,  IX,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  11,  12, 
14,  14GL,  14X,  15,  17X,  21,  27,  31,  31X,  38,  38L,  38  AX,  38BX,  40,  41,  42,  45, 
61,  J,  K,  L,  M,  N,  71,  72,  and  8QX.    The  estimated  volume  includes  that 
generated  by  the  three  projects  now  under  construction  in  the  area. 

•  /4/  This  estimate  was  made  by  distributing  projected  Muni  trips  to  the  38 
lines  within  2,000  feet  of  the  site  in  proportion  to  patronage  on  each  line  as 
estimated  from  data  compiled  by  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  in 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  —  Transportations  Impacts,  October, 

im  

•  /5/  Projected  pedestrian  trips  were  assigned  to  Muni  stops  near  the  site  in 
proportion  to  the  Downtown  patronage  on  the  38  lines  which  have  stops  within 
the  area. 

76/  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8378  required  the  Pacific  Gateway 
developer  to  make  certain  crosswalk  improvements.    These  have  been  specified 
by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in  an  agreement  with  the  developers. 

HI  Based  on  the  method  for  capacity  analysis  of  unsignalized  "T" 
intersections  given  in  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980,  Circular  212, 
Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity. 

HI  Jeffrey  D.  Recob,  Project  Manager,  Swinerton  and  Walberg  Co.,  telephone 
communication,  August  12,  1981. 
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F.    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 


Project  construction  would  occur  in  three  stages:    demolition,  excavation,  and 
construction  of  new  buildings.    Throughout  the  20-month  construction  period, 
trucks  would  be  visiting  the  site,  initially  hauling  away  dirt  and  debris  and 
then  bringing  materials.    These  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise 
levels  in  the  surrounding  area. 

During  construction  all  powered  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  would  have 
to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requirement  of  a  sound  level 
of  not  more  than  80  dBA  at  100  feet.    If  a  second  piece  of  equipment  is  used 
concurrently  with  the  first  it  would  add  about  3  dBA,  making  the  level  about 
83  dBA  at  100  feet.    The  ordinance  also  prohibits  construction  work  at  night 
from  8  p.m.  to  7  a.m.,  if  the  noise  emission  from  such  work  exceeds  the 
ambient  noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is 
authorized  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works.  During 
construction,  many  types  of  equipment  are  used.    Typical  demolition  and 
construction  noise  levels  anticipated  for  this  project  are  shown  in  Table  12. 


TABLE  12:    TYPICAL  COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  50  FEET 


Construction  Phase  Average  Noise  Level 

Ground  clearning  84  dBA 

Excavation  89 
Foundations  78 
Erection  85 
Finishing  89 

SOURCE:    Bolt,  Beranek,  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction 
Equipment  and  Operations,  Building  Equipment,  and  Home  Appliances, 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  p.  ZO. 


During  the  12  weeks  of  clearance  and  excavation,  noise  levels  inside  the 
office  building  now  under  construction  at  150  Spear  Street  would  reach  as  high 
as  76  dBA  with  windows  closed.    Noise  levels  this  high  result  in  intermittent 
communication  requiring  raised  voices  at  distances  greater  than  two  feet,  and 
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restrict  telephone  use  to  a  marginal  level. /I/    Dilation  of  pupils,  increased 
pulse  pressure  and  heart  rate,  and  pulse  volume  changes  have  been  observed  in 
humans  exposed  to  noise  levels  of  approximately  70  dBA./2/    These  are 
indicative  of  a  general  stress  reaction.    General  physiological  distress 
produced  by  noise  can  add  to  the  overall  stress  of  life  and  in  this  way 
contribute  to  the  incidence  of  nonauditory  disease. /3/ 

Project  construction  would  require  up  to  10  weeks  of  foundation  preparation 
and  piledriving.    Significant  noise  impacts  would  result  during  piledriving. 
Conventional  unmuffled  and  unshielded  pile  drivers  emit  noise  levels  of  105 
dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet  each  time  the  driver  strikes  the  pile.  The 
quietest  impact  piledriver  measured  by  the  City  generated  noise  levels  of  98 
dBA  at  50  feet,  but  is  not  always  compatible  with  construction  requirements. /4/ 

Assuming  noise  emissions  of  105  dBA  at  50  feet,  and  a  6  dBA  decrease  with  each 
doubling  of  distance,  piledriving  would  be  audible  to  people  on  the  streets 
within  1,000  feet  of  the  project  site  where  not  shielded  by  intervening 
buildings.    Noise  levels  as  high  as  88  dBA  would  be  expected  in  the  150  Spear 
Street  office  building  when  piles  are  driven.    During  these  intermittent  noise 
intrusions,  only  minimal  communication  would  be  possible.    Shouting  would  be 
required  at  two  to  three  feet  and  telephone  communication  capabilities  would 
be  eliminated.    Repeated  impulse  and  intermittent  sounds  of  high  level  (above 
70  dBA)  appear  more  likely  to  disrupt  performance  than  continuous  or  steady 
sounds  of  comparable  level. /I/    Observations  in  humans  have  shown  that  in 
response  to  brief  sounds  over  about  70  dBA  there  is  a  general  constriction  in 
the  peripheral  blood  vessels  reducing  peripheral  blood  flow;  an  acceleration 
or  deceleration  of  heart  rate;  changes  in  breathing  patterns;  motility  of  the 
gastro-intestinal  tract;  change  in  the  size  of  the  pupils,  and  saliva  and 
gastric  secretions. /3/    Flexion,  a  voluntary  muscle  reaction  in  response  to 
sudden  noise,  shows  varying  degrees  of  diminution  with  repetition  of 
sound. /I/    These  physiological  changes  are  often  regarded  as  an  emergency 
reaction  of  the  body,  increasing  the  effectiveness  of  any  muscular  exertion 
which  may  be  required.    However  desirable  in  emergencies,  these  changes  are 
not  desirable  for  long  periods  since  they  could  interfere  with  other  necessary 
activities. /5/ 
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The  Department  of  Public  Works  requires  "state  of  the  art"  noise  control 
devices  during  construction  on  all  projects.    However,  all  projects  exceed  the 
Noise  Ordinance  standard  of  80  dBA  at  100  feet  during  piledriving.    The  lowest 
dBA  sound  achieved  is  in  the  high  80s  at  the  100-foot  range.    Actual  noise 
emissions  are  dependent  upon  soil  characteristics,  the  type  of  piles,  the 
method  of  driving,  and  the  type  of  equipment  used. 

The  Department  also  analyzes  the  impacts  of  piledriving  for  every  project  and 
frequently  requires  staggered  hours  for  piledriving.    The  most  frequent 
requirement  in  commercial  areas  is  from  1  p.m.  to  9  p.m.    All  measures  imposed 
by  the  Department  are  negotiable  and  are  subject  to  revision  during 
construction  should  circumstances  require  new  action ./2/ 

It  should  be  noted  that  simultaneous  construction  may  occur  on  up  to  three 
other  sites  within  the  same  block.    Simultaneous  construction  would  be 
expected  to  increase  the  resultant  construction  noise  levels  in  the  area  by  as 
much  as  3  dBA  above  the  total  generated  by  this  project. 

NOTES  -  Construction  Noise 

/I/  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Health  Services  and 
Mental  Health  Administration,  1972,  Occupational  Exposure  to  Noise. 

Ill  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction 
Equipment  and  Operations,  Building  Equipment,  and  Home  Appliances  (NTID  300.1). 

/3/  Central  Institute  for  the  Deaf,  1971,  Effects  of  Noise  on  People,  for  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Office  of  Noise  Abatement  and  Control. 

/4/  Ray  McDonald,  Chief  Building  Inspector,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 
Department  of  Public  Works,  July  6,  1981,  telephone  communication. 

/5/  Marcus  M.  Key,  et  al.,  June  1977,  Occupational  Disease  -  A  Guide  to  Their 
Recognition,  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

G.    AIR  QUALITY 

At  the  Beale,  Main,  and  Spear  Street  intersections  with  Mission  Street, 
development  and  project  impacts  on  sidewalk  CO  levels  were  calculated  for  1983 
and  1984  using  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  according  to  methods  recommended  by 
the  BAAQMD./l/    The  results  of  these  calculations  are  shown  in  Table  13. 
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TABLE  13:    PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  CUMULATIVE  SIDEWALK  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CON- 
CENTRATION IMPACTS  AT  MAJOR  INTERSECTIONS  NEAR  THE  PROJECT* 
IN  PARTS  PER  MILLION  (P. P.M.) 

Percent  Percent 

With  Projects  of        Plus  Other  of 

Under  Change      Proposed      Change  With 

Existing   Construction  From        Projects        From        135  Main 

1981            1983  1981          1984  1981  1984 

1-Hour  Concentration** 

Ambient  level       13.3             10.2  -0.23           9.9  -0.26  9.9 

Beale  Street 
(south  of 

Mission)           19.1             15.2  -0.26          15.2  -0.22  15.2 

Main  Street 
(south  of 

Mission)           20.6             16.5  -0.20          16.4  -0.20  16.4 

Mission  Street 
(west  of 

Spear)              17.4             13.7  -0.21          13.6  -0.22  13.7 

8-Hour  Concentration** 

Ambient  level        7.9              6.1  -0.23           5.7  -0.28  5.7 

Beale  Street 
(south  of 

Mission)             9.5              7.8  -0.18           7.7  -0.19  7.7 

Main  Street 
(south  of 

Mission)             9.9              8.3  -0.16           8.2  -0.17  8.2 

Mission  Street 
(west  of 

Spear)               9.0              7.3  -0.19           7.1  -0.21  7.2 


*Concentrations  at  the  sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  heaviest  traveled  roadway 
segment  were  calculated  at  each  intersection  according  to  the  BAAQMD 
Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  at  Projects,  1975,  updated  with 
1981  ARB  EMFAC6  emission  factors.    These  methods  assume  worst-case  meteorology 
and  roadway  configuration.    The  ambient  or  background  level  in  1981  was 
calculated  as  the  3-year  average  of  the  second  highest  annual  concentrations. 
For  1983  and  1984,  the  background  level  was  the  1981  value  adjusted  according 
to  the  regional  emission  projected  for  those  years  by  the  1979  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan. 

**The  1-hour  and  8-hour  standards  for  carbon  monoxide  are  35  ppm  and  9  ppm, 
respectively. 

TDD  


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


Project-generated  traffic  would  contribute  no  more  than  a  0.1 
parts-per-mi 1 1  ion  (ppm)  increase  to  the  eight-hour  and  one-hour  carbon 
monoxide  concentrations  in  the  project  vicinity  and  would  cause  no  violations 
of  standards. 

As  indicated  in  Table  13,  page  100,  no  violations  of  standards  would  be 
expected  to  occur  in  1983,  with  all  projects  now  under  construction  in  place, 
or  in  1984,  with  all  planned  development  in  place.    Concentrations  in  1983  and 
1984  would  be  less  than  in  1981  because  the  effect  of  continued  emissions 
control  measures  during  this  period  would  offset  the  increase  in  emissions 
from  traffic. 

Project-related  emissions  would  arise  from  project-generated  transportation 
and  from  building  operations,  space  and  water  heating.    Due  to  the 
energy-conserving  design  of  the  project,  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide, 
hydrocarbons,  and  oxidants  from  building  operations  would  be  relatively  small, 
ranging  from  1/92  to  1/900  of  annual  project-related  emissions.  Overall, 
transportation  emissions  would  be  low  because  the  cumulative 
development-generated  trips  would  be  made  predominantly  by  transit,  rather 
than  automobile. 

Project-related  emissions  would  increase  slightly  (less  than  1/100  of  a 
percent)  above  existing  emissions  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin. 
Table  14  shows  annual  project-related  emissions,  development-related 
emissions,  and  regional  emissions  of  hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides,  which 
are  precusors  of  ozone,  in  1984.    Although  small,  cumulative  emissions  from 
this  project  and  other  development  in  the  area  would  slightly  impede 
attainment  of  the  standards. 

Neither  the  project  nor  other  developments  in  the  project  vicinity  would 
conflict  directly  with  the  control  strategies  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Plan. /I/ 

•  NOTE 

IM  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  1979. 
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TABLE  14:    ANNUAL  PROJECT-  AND  CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT-GENERATED  EMISSIONS 
(TONS  PER  YEAR),  1984 


Project 

Cumulative 
Development 

Regional 
Total 

Building 
Only 

Bui Iding 
and 

Transportation 

Bui  1  dings 
Only 

Buildings 
and 

Transportation 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

0.004 

3.6 

1.0 

70 

1  ,463,650 

Hydro- 
carbon 

0.002 

0.7 

0.4 

8.0 

292,000 

Nitrogen 
Oxide 

0.025 

2.3 

6.0 

13.0 

251,850 

H.  ENERGY 


Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  would  provide  natural  gas  and 
electricity  to  the  proposed  project  through  its  existing  distribution 
systems.    Traffic  disruption  resulting  from  utility  connections  probably  would 
be  limited  to  Main  Street  in  front  of  the  site  and  to  minor  trenching  in 
Mission  Street  at  Main  Street.    This  work  would  require  approximately  two 
weeks. /I/ 

The  project  would  require  an  unknown  amount  of  energy  for  demolition  of  the 
existing  structures,  excavation,  and  the  removal  of  the  excavated  materials 
and  rubble  to  a  disposal  site.    During  construction,  it  is  estimated  that 
about  31,000  gallons  of  vehicle  fuel  would  be  used,  about  2.4  billion  British 
Thermal  Units  (BTU)  -  at  source. /2/    The  total  amount  of  energy  required  for 
project  construction,  including  the  energy  cost  of  fabricating  and 
transporting  building  materials,  would  be  about  420  billion  Btu./3/ 


102 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


The  structure  is  designed  to  exceed  the  minimum  State  energy  efficiency 
standards  by  ten  percent ./4, 5/    Space-heating  would  be  supplied  by  a  natural 
gas-fired  boiler;  the  hot  water  would  be  Dumped  to  coils  in  fan-powered 
induction  boxes  in  the  ventilation  system,  which  would  recirculate  heat  from 
the  lights  before  drawing  heat  from  the  central  boiler  system.  The 
ventilation  system  would  be  a  variable-volume,  time  clock-controlled  system 
with  an  economizer  cycle  that  would  take  in  outside  air  in  excess  of  the 
minimum  requirement  when  the  outside  air  was  of  a  desirable  temperature;  this 
would  reduce  air-conditioning.    The  air-conditioning  system  would  be  a  central 
electric-driven  chiller  which  would  cool  the  variable  volume  ventilation  air 
stream  using  chilled  water  pumped  to  coils  in  each  zone  of  the  structure.  The 
lighting  system  fixtures  would  be  fluorescent  with  parabolic  reflectors  and 
high  efficiency  ballasts,  and  could  be  automatically  controlled  to  account  for 
occupancy  and  the  contribution  of  daylight  from  the  windows.    The  elevator 
motors  would  be  controlled  with  solid-state  systems  to  reduce  energy  demand 
when  not  in  use. 

The  energy  system  for  the  project  was  selected  on  the  basis  of  lowest 
life-cycle  cost.    A  comparison  by  the  project  engineer  between  electric 
resistance  space  heating  and  natural  gas-fired  hydronic  space  heating  showed 
the  gas-fired  system  to  be  more  economical.    A  comparison  between  natural  gas 
water  heating,  solar  water  heating,  and  electric  resistance  water  heating 
indicated  that  the  electric  system  would  be  most  economical.    A  comparison 
between  single-  and  double-glazed  windows  showed  that  single  glazing  would 
allow  more  heat  to  leave  the  building,  increasing  natural  gas  consumption  for 
space  heating  by  3,085  Btu  per  square  foot  annually  while  decreasing 
consumption  of  electricity  for  air  conditioning  by  1,819  Btu  per  square  foot 
annually.    Single  glazing  would  be  more  desirable  because  electricity  demand 
for  the  project  would  be  about  four  percent  less  overall,  and  the  project 
demand  during  the  PG&E  daily  system-wide  peak  electricity  demand  period  would 
be  less.    The  building  would  make  "extensive  use  of  natural  lighting,  and  the 
applicant  intends  to  offer  automatic  dimmer  light  control  for  perimeter  office 
lights  on  a  cost-sharing  basis.    This  would  reduce  the  lighting  requirement 
for  perimeter  offices  by  about  44  percent. /6/ 
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The  operation  of  the  structure  would  require  about  3.2  million  kilowatt  hours 
of  electric  energy  per  year,  used  primarily  for  ventilation  and  cooling.  (See 
Table  15,  page  108)    This  would  be  about  the  same  amount  of  electricity  as  is 
used  by  1,000  average  residential  customers  in  San  Francisco./?/  The 
structure  would  have  a  connected  kilowatt  load  of  approximately  3,500  KW  and 
would  have  an  average  monthly  consumption  of  about  0.2  5  million 
kilowatt-hours,  or  about  1.1  kilowatt-hours  per  square  foot  per  month.  For 
comparison,  12  high-rise  structures  which  have  been  the  subject  of  recent 
EIRs/8/  have  an  average  consumption  of  17  kilowatt  hours  per  square  foot  per 
year,  while  the  project  would  use  13  kilowatt  hours  per  square  foot  per  year. 
Daily  electricity  demand  and  annual  electricity  consumption  curves  are  shown 
in  Figure  31.    Peak  consumption  is  shown  as  occurring  on  August  afternoons; 
this  would  coincide  with  PG&E's  system-wide  peak  demand  period. 

The  project  would  require  about  1.2  million  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  year 
used  primarily  for  space  heating  and  water  heating  (see  Table  15,  page  108). 
This  would  be  about  the  same  amount  of  natural  gas  as  is  used  annually  by 
eleven  average  residential  customers  in  San  Francisco.///    This  would  be  an 
average  of  about  100,000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  month,  or  about  13  BTU 
per  square  foot  per  day.    For  comparison,  11  high-rise  structures  which  have 
been  the  subject  of  recent  EIRs  have  a  predicted  average  natural  gas 
consumption  of  30  cubic  feet  per  square  foot  per  ^ear  while  the  project  would 
have  an  average  of  4.8  cubic  feet  per  square  foot  per  year.    Daily  natural  gas 
demand  and  annual  natural  gas  consumption  curves  are  shown  in  Figure  32.  Peak 
consumption  of  0.4  million  BTU's  per  hour  would  occur  on  weekday's  in  January. 
The  peak  demand  for  natural  gas  would  occur  between  8  a.m.  and  noon  and  would 
not  coincide  with  the  PG&E  systemwide  peak  demand  which  occurs  in  the  early 
evening  hours  in  January.    The  above-described  energy  demand  represents  an 
increase  in  the  energy  used  at  this  site.    The  existing  energy  use  amounts  to 
about  eight  percent  of  the  estimated  project  use. 
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105 


400 


o 


X  300 


u 
s~ 

o  200 
-i-> 


CO 


100 


1    2    3    4    5  6 
A.M. 


8    9   10  11  12   1    2    3    4    5    6  7 
Noon  P.M. 


8    9   10  11 '12 
Mi  dnight 


Peak  Day  Demand  of  Natural  Gas,  (January) 


o 


o 
$- 

o 
-t-J 


CO 


400- 


300- 


200' 


100 


JAN      FEB     MAR     APR     MAY      JUN     JUL     AUG     SEP     OCT      NOV  DEC 
Average  Monthly  Consumption  of  Natural  Gas 


^   ,      ,  Figure  32:    Projected  Natural  Gas  Demand 

SOUBCE:    Flaek  and  Kurtz  Group  Distribution 


106 


IV.    Environmental  Impact 


Transportation  energy  use  for  workers  traveling  to  and  from  the  project  is 
estimated  to  be  about  31,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  per  year  (for  bus  and  S.P. 
rail  traffic),  16,000  gallons  of  gasoline  per  year  (for  automobile  and  ferry 
traffic),  and  two  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  per  year  (for  light 
rail  traffic)  (see  Table  15).    Virtually  all  of  the  above  described  increased 
demands  for  energy  would  be  met  by  nonrenewable  energy  resources.  The 
applicant  is  not  proposing  recycling  or  the  use  of  renewable  energy  resources 
for  the  operation  of  this  structure. 

The  cumulative  impact  of  the  project  and  other  developments  proposed  or  under 
construction  in  the  vicinity  would  amount  to  26  million  kilowatt  hours  of 
electricity  per  year  and  99  million  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  year  for 
building  operation.    The  cumulative  transportation  effects  would  amount  to  the 
consumption  of  300,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel,  170,000  gallons  of  gasoline  and 
19  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  per  year  (see  Table  15). 

The  energy  aspects  of  the  project  have  been  discussed  with  the  Energy 
Conservation  Bureau  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission ./8/ 
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NOTES  -  Energy 

IM  George  G.  Pavana,  Industrial  Power  Engineer,  PG&E,  telephone 
communication,  November  16,  1981. 

HI  BTU,  British  Thermal  Units,  is  a  unit  for  measuring  energy.  Technically, 
it  is  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  1  pound  of 
water  1  degree  F  at  sea  level.    The  term  'at  source'  means  that  adjustments 
have  been  made  in  the  calculation  of  the  BTU  energy  equivalent  to  account  for 
losses  in  energy  which  occur  during  generation  and  transmission  of  the  various 
forms  of  energy  as  specified  in:    California  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission,  (ERCDC),  1977,  Energy  Conservation  Design  Manual  for 
New  Nonresidential  Buildings,  Sacramento,  CA;  and  Apostolos,  J. A.,  W.R. 
Shoemaker,  and  E.C.  Shirley,  1978,  Energy  and  Transportation,  Sacramento,  CA 
(Project  20-7,  Task  8). 

HI  Hannon  et  al,  "Energy  and  Labor  in  the  Construction  Sector",  November  24, 
1978,  Science,  Vol.  202. 

/4/  State  energy  efficiency  standards  are  described  in  Energy  Resources 
Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  1980,  Conservation  Regulations 
Establishing  Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  New  Nonresidential  Buildings 
(Sections  of  Title  20  and  Section  T20-I45I  through  T20-lb42  of  Title 

24  of  the  California  Administrative  Code). 

/5/  John  McGovern,  Flack  &  Kurtz  Consulting  Engineers,  telephone 
comminication,  July  31,  1981. 

/6/  John  McGovern,  Flack  &  Kurtz  Consulting  Engineers,  letter  communication, 
November  10,  1981.    This  letter  is  on  file  with  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  and  is  available  for  public  inspection. 

HI  This  estimate  is  based  on  energy  consumption  data  in  ERCDC,  1976, 
Quarterly  Fuel  and  Energy  Summary,  Vol.  2,  Nos.  1  and  2. 

/8/  The  buildings  included  101  Montgomery,  595  Market,  180  Montgomery, 
Howard-Main,  YBC  Convention  Center,  Pacific  Gateway,  Federal  Reserve  Bank, 
Daon  (Battery  and  Sacramento),  Five  Fremont,  101  Mission,  Spear-Main, 
Post-Kearny,  456  Montgomery. 

/9/  Flint  Nelson,  Director,  Energy  Conservation  Bureau,  Public  Utilities 
Commission,  personal  communication,  August  21,  1981 

I.    GEOLOGY,  SEISMOLOGY,  AND  HYDROLOGY 


GEOLOGY 


The  project  would  require  excavation  to  accommodate  the  basement-level  parking 
and  mechanical  vault  areas.    Excavation  would  extend  11  to  14  feet  below  the 
street  grade  over  the  entire  site.    Up  to  5,000  cubic  yards  of  material  would 
be  removed. /I/    Excavated  material  would  be  artificial  fill.    The  removal  of 
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spoils  from  the  site  could  cause  silt  and  sand  to  spill  in  the  streets  along 
haul  routes  if  trucks  are  not  properly  loaded.    Such  street  dirt  would  be  a 
safety  hazard  to  motorists,  bicyclists,  and  pedestrians,  and  would  cause 
siltation  in  storm  drains  and  be  a  source  of  dust. 

The  building  would  be  supported  on  precast  concrete  piles  driven  down  to  the 
dense  sands  below  Bay  mud.    The  piles  would  support  the  structure  by  friction 
with  surrounding  geologic  materials.    (Piles  driven  down  to  bedrock  were 
rejected  for  economic  reasons.    Minor  amounts  of  settlement  may  occur  after 
project  construction,  caused  by  consolidation  of  the  old  bay  silts  and  clays 
(San  Antonio  Formation).    Settlements  for  columns  under  heavy  load  would  be 
about  1.5  inches;  settlements  for  columns  under  light  loads,  on  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  site,  would  be  about  0.25  inches.    Thus,  differential 
settlement  over  the  entire  structure  would  be  about  1.25  inches.  Structural 
columns  would  be  interconnected,  which  would  tend  to  decrease  the  amount  of 
differential  settlement ./I/ 

The  relative  instability  of  the  artificial  fill  would  necessitate  shoring  and 
bracing  in  pit  walls.    Should  geologic  materials  be  unstable,  a  possible 
hazard  exists  in  the  excavation  pit  during  construction.    If  unshored,  exposed 
free  faces  of  the  pit  wall  could  slump  into  the  pit,  posing  hazards  to  workers 
and  possibly  damaging  construction  and  surrounding  buildings.    Even  when 
shored,  excavation  below  adjacent  foundations  may  cause  the  surrounding  ground 
surface  to  settle  should  the  shoring  system  yield,  possibly  damaging  adjacent 
buildings. 

Vibrations  generated  during  pile  driving  operations  may  damage  nearby 
buildings  with  shallow  foundations.    The  extent  of  damage  depends  on  the 
stability  of  the  surrounding  foundations,  the  amount  of  force  used  to  drive 
the  piles,  and  the  duration  of  the  pile  driving. 

SEISMOLOGY 

In  addition  to  a  pile  foundation,  the  project  would  incorporate  a 
moment-resisting  steel  frame. /2/    The  project  would  also  have  to  be 
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constructed  in  accordance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and  the  Uniform 
Building  Code.    Performance  of  the  building  during  an  earthquake  has  not  been 
determined,  although  buildings  of  this  type  would  probably  not  collapse  during 
a  major  earthquake.    However,  structural  damage  may  occur,  and  loose  objects, 
such  as  bookcases  and  furniture  may  topple. 

A  pile  foundation  would  resist  seismic  hazards  due  to  liquefaction  and 
settlement.    However,  up  to  one-half  inch  of  settlement  could  occur  in  the 
basement  level,  which  is  not  structurally  supported.    Local  streets  may  buckle 
or  crack,  and  water  mains  and  utility  lines  may  break,  which  would  leave  the 
building  without  outside  water,  power,  or  telephone  communication.  Elevators 
may  be  rendered  inoperable.    The  San  Francisco  Building  Code  requires  that 
emergency  water  storage  and  a  power  generator  be  incorporated  into  new 
buildings.    These  would  be  located  in  the  basement  and  on  the  mechanical  floor. 

HYDROLOGY 

Dewatering  would  probably  be  required,  although  the  extent  of  dewatering  has 
not  been  estimated.    After  excavation,  quantities  of  water  to  be  removed  would 
probably  be  low;  the  water  level  would  probably  recede  to  the  level  of  the  bay 
muds,  which  are  relatively  impervious.    Special  measures  would  be  taken  to 
retain  the  present  water  level  if  any  adjoining  buildings  are  dependent  on  wet 
wood  piles;  this  is  being  investigated  by  the  project  soils  consultant. 

Should  a  major  amount  of  dewatering  be  necessary,  undesirable  effects  may 
result.    Dewatering  can  produce  settlement  of  the  ground  surface,  causing 
surrounding  buildings  with  shallow  foundations  to  lean  out  of  plumb,  resulting 
in  cracks  in  walls  and  floors  tilted  out  of  horizontal.    Streets  could  develop 
swales,  cracks,  or  "potholes".    Underground  utility  lines  may  bend  or  break. 
Depending  on  the  extent  of  dewatering,  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
generally  requires  that  a  surety  bond  be  posted  before  issuance  of  permission 
for  excavation.    The  construction  contractor  would  be  held  responsible  for  any 
damage  that  might  result  from  dewatering.    The  temporary  lowering  of 
groundwater  levels  would  probably  not  have  a  permanent  impact  on  groundwater 
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conditions  in  the  vicinity.    Groundwater  conditions  would  probably  return  to 
normal  following  cessation  of  dewatering.    Seepage  may  be  a  problem  in  that 
portion  of  the  basement  which  extends  below  the  groundwater  level. 

The  project  would  not  have  any  impact  on  runoff  from  the  site,  as  the  amount 
of  impervious  surface  would  not  change. 

NOTES  -  Geology,  Seismology,  and  H^'drology 

/I/  John  P.  Rutigliano,  Structural  Engineer,  Johnson  Rutigliano,  personal 
communication,  July  10,  1981. 

HI  A  moment-resisting  frame  is  a  type  of  frame  construction  that  emphasizes 
the  strength  of  the  connections  between  vertical  columns  and  horizontal  beams 
in  order  to  resist  lateral  forces  such  as  those  imposed  by  earthquakes  or  high 
winds. 

J.    GROl/TH  INDUCEMENT 

The  project  would  add  248,000  net  leasable  square  feet  of  office  space  to  the 
Downtown  core  area  of  San  Francisco  and  would  remove  about  30,000  square  feet 
of  commercial  service  and  light  industrial  space.    Emplo^onent  at  the  site 
would  increase  by  about  985  persons.    Office  occupants  are  unknown  but  could 
include  tenants  who  would  relocate  from  other  San  Francisco  locations,  tenants 
who  relocate  from  outside  San  Francisco,  and  new  firms.    The  total  increase  in 
employment  at  the  project  site  would  not  necessarily  represent  employment  that 
is  totally  new  to  San  Francisco. 

The  growth  represented  by  the  project  would  be  in  response  to  the  continuing 
demand  for  office  space  in  the  Financial  District  of  San  Francisco.  The 
project  location  reflects  the  trend  toward  meeting  this  demand  south  of  Market 
Street.    This  demand  would  exist  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  is 
built.    The  demand  for  office  space  continues  the  trend  of  growth  in  service 
sector  and  headquarters  office  activities  and  employment.    This  increase  in 
Downtown  office  space  and  employment  would  contribute  to  the  continued  growth 
of  local  and  regional  markets  for  goods,  services  and  housing. 
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It  is  expected  that  many  downtown  workers  would  desire  to  live  in  San 
Francisco.    Employment  growth,  however,  would  not  correspond  directly  to 
increases  in  demand  for  housing  and  City  services,  as  some  new  jobs  would  be 
held  by  individuals  who  already  live  and  work  in  the  City,  or  who  live  in  the 
City  but  who  previously  either  did  not  work  or  worked  outside  the  City,  or  by 
those  who  live  in  surrounding  communities. 

Any  net  increase  in  employment  downtown  would  increase  the  demand  for  retail 
goods  and  food  services  in  the  area.    The  project  would  intensify  this  demand, 
which  would  be  met,  at  least  in  part,  by  retail  space  proposed  to  be 
incorporated  in  the  project. 

Increases  in  employment  downtown  would  also  increase  demand  for  business 
services,  to  the  extent  that  the  expanded  space  would  not  be  occupied  by  firms 
providing  those  services.    In  response,  demand  would  increase  for  existing 
space  and  possibly  for  further  new  development. 
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V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


In  the  course  of  project  planning,  design,  and  coordination,  measures  have 
been  identified  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  project.    Some  of  these  measures  have  been  or  would  be  adopted 
by  the  project  sponsor  or  their  architects  and  contractors;  some  are  still 
under  consideration,  and  some  have  been  rejected. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  is  discussed  briefly  below.    Where  a 
measure  has  been  rejected,  the  reasons  for  its  rejection  are  also  discussed. 
Where  a  measure  is  still  under  consideration,  its  implementation  would  be 
optional  on  the  part  of  the  project  sponsor,  architects,  or  future 
contractors,  unless  required  by  the  City  as  a  condition  of  project  approval. 

A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  would  provide  a  link  in  a  mid-block  pedestrian  walkway 
recommended  and  requested  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  as  part  of  a 
pedestrian  network  to  provide  pedestrian  route  alternatives  which  may  be 
shorter  and  to  relieve  congestion  on  public  sidewalks. 

The  project  would  remove  old  sidewalk  elevators,  which  are  barriers  to 
pedestrian  movement  when  in  use,  and  provide  a  pavement  type  on  the  street 
level  that  would  relate  the  sidewalk,  lobby  and  interior  walkway  and 
garden  in  a  harmonious  manner. 


114 


V.    Mitigation  Measures 


The  project  would  provide  a  covered  three-story-high  entrance  courtyard 
open  to  Main  Street,  and  a  glass-covered,  enclosed,  wind-free  rear  garden 
area.    Both  areas  would  be  landscaped  and  would  provide  passive 
recreational  areas  on  the  site  for  project  occupants  and  the  public. 

B.  VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  would  represent  a  transition  in  scale  between  taller  43-,  34-, 
33-,  and  25-story  buildings  to  the  north  and  northwest  and  18-story  and 
lower  buildings  to  the  southeast,  in  compliance  with  the  height  envelope 
intended  by  the  Urban  Design  Plan  and  the  implementing  height  limits 
established  by  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  upper  floor  would  be  set  back 
on  the  east  side  of  the  building  to  provide  visual  interest  to  the 
building  profile. 

C.  HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  of  significance  be  found 
during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified. 
#  The  project  sponsor  would  select  an  archaeologist  or  other  expert  to  help 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find 
and  whether  feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures, 
could  be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts.  The 
Environmental  Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation 
measures,  if  necessary, -  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation.    Excavation  or  construction  which  might 
damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum 
of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if 
appropriate. 
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D.  EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

-•Housing  would  be  provided  as  finally  determined  to  be  required. 

Arrangements  are  being  made  by  the  project  sponsor  to  provide  for  231 
dwelling  units  or  equivalent  credits  under  prevailing  formulas  used  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community 
Development. 

The  project  sponsor  would  participate  proportionately  in  whatever  legal 
means  is  adopted  finally  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  contribute  funds 
for  transit  development  and  improvement  to  meet  the  peak  demands  caused  by 
cumulative  office  development  in  the  Downtown  area. 

E.  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  sponsor  and  contractor  would  consult  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  be  applied  during  the  construction 
period. 

The  project  would  provide  safe  and  secure  parking  for  bicycles  and  mopeds 
and  for  handicapped  persons. 

Preferential  parking  would  be  provided  for  carpools  and,  vanpools.  Garage 
clearances  would  accorranodate  standard-sized  vans. 

Transit  use  by  employees  would  be  encouraged  by  the  sale  on-site  of  Muni 
Fast  Pa.--.j  dnd  BART  passes. 
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A  flexible  time  system  for  employee  working  hours  would  be  encouraged  by 
the  project  sponsor  and  management. 

A  member  of  the  building  management  staff  would  be  designated  as  a 
"transportation  broker"  to  implement  the  above  mitigation  measures  as 
parts  of  a  transportation  management  program. 

Within  a  year  after  completion  of  the  project,  the  sponsor  would  conduct  a 
survey,  using  a  method  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  to 
determine  the  actual  trip  generation,  trip  distribution,  and  modal  split 
of  project  occupants,  and  actual  pick-up  and  drop-off  areas  for  carpoolers 
and  vanpoolers.    The  results  of  this  survey  would  be  made  available  to  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.    Alternatively,  at  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  the  project  sponsor  would  provide  an  in-lieu 
contribution  for  an  overall  transportation  survey  of  the  Downtown  area  to 
be  conducted  by  the  City. 

If  required  as  part  of  an  overall  plan  developed  by  Muni  for  the  project 
block  face,  the  project  would  be  designed  to  affix  eyebolts  or  similar 
fixtures  to  the  building  for  the  suspension  of  Muni  overhead  trolley 
wires.    This  would  reduce  the  number  of  poles  obstructing  the  sidewalk 
space  on  Main  Street. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Short-term  traffic  impacts  due  to  street  excavation  during  construction 
would  be  minimized  by  the  project  contractor  by  coordinating  such  work 
with  construction  contractors  for  nearby  projects  and  with  the  utility 
agencies,  if  feasible. 

Prior  to  completion  of  full  development  of  the  block,  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  consider  the 
prohibition  of  left  turns  from  eastbound  Mission  Street  to  northbound  Main 
Street.    This  measure  would  eliminate  the  need  for  additional  green  time 
for  Mission  Street  traffic  during  the  peak  hour,  and  pedestrian  safety  in 
the  north  crosswalk  would  be  enhanced. 
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F.  NOISE 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  sponsor  and  project  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Bureau  of 
Engineering  to  determine  necessary  and  feasible  measures  to  reduce  noise 
during  the  ten-week  period  that  piledriving  would  occur  and  would  agree  to 
comply  with  any  conditions  required  by  the  Bureau  of  Engineers. 

The  project  contractor  would  limit  piledriving  to  the  hours  resulting  in 
the  least  disturbance  to  neighboring  uses.    This  may  require  a  night  work 
permit  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Holes  for  the  piles  would  be  predrilled  to  reduce  noise  impacts;  the  piles 
would  be  driven  the  rest  of  the  distance  required. 

The  project  contractor  would  comply  with  Section  2907(b)  of  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  which  limits  noise  emissions  from  powered 
construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet.    The  project 
contractor  would  also  muffle  intakes  and  exhausts,  shield  or  shroud  impact 
tools  and  use  electric-powered  rather  than  diesel-powered  construction 
equipment,  as  feasible. 

A  test  piledriving  program  would  be  conducted  to  formulate  criteria  for 
the  construction  piledriving. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Barriers  up  to  10  feet  high  would  be  built  around  the  site,  and  around 
stationary  equipment  such  as  compressors,  to  reduce  construction  noise  at 
the  ground  level  by  as  much  as  5  dBA. 
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The  project  sponsor  and  contractor  in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  would  undertake  an  actual  survey  of  the  vicinity  of  the  site 
to  identify  sensitive  receptors  as  an  aid  in  determining  acceptable  times 
for  piledriving. 

The  project  contractor  would  locate  stationary  equipment  in  pit  areas 
where  feasible  to  serve  as  noise  barriers. 

G.  AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

Indoor  air  quality  in  the  office  section  of  the  project  would  be 
controlled  by  a  mechanical  ventilation  system  that  would  filter  outside 
air  and  provide  frequent  changes  of  air. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Strategies  proposed  for  mitigating  traffic  congestion  discussed  in 
Section  V.E  of  this  report  would  also  reduce  emissions.    Action  would  be 
initiated  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  or  by  the  project  sponsor. 

H.  ENERGY 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  would  use  a  time  clock-controlled  heating  and  ventilation 
system  with  an  economizer  cycle  to  reduce  the  demand  for  air  conditioning. 

The  project  sponsor  would  develop  an  energy  conservation  program  for 
building  tenants. 

The  project  would  use  high  efficiency  fluorescent  lights,  and 
individualized  light  switches  where  possible. 
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The  project  sponsor  would  offer  tenants  of  perimeter  offices,  on  a 
cost-sharing  basis,  the  option  of  automatic  lighting  dimmer  control  to 
decrease  lighting  requirements  by  about  44  percent  through  use  of 
available  natural  light. 

The  project  would  use  high  efficiency  elevator  controls. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Provision  of  a  storage  area  for  recyclable  materials  (e.g.  computer  cards, 
paper,  etc.)  would  be  established  if  justified  when  tenants  and 
tenant-needs  are  identified. 

MEASURES  REJECTED 

Use  of  solar  collection  panels  to  provide  domestic  hot  water  needs.  This 
mitigation  was  rejected  because  a  life-cycle  cost  comparison  between  solar 
and  electric  water  heating  showed  the  electrical  system  to  be  more 
economical . 

Natural  gas  water  heating,  rather  than  the  electric  resistance  water 
heating  system  that  was  selected,  was  rejected  because  a  life-cycle  cost 
comparison  indicated  that  electric  resistance  heating  would  be  more 
economical. 

Double-paned  windows  were  rejected  because,  while  more  space  heating  would 
be  necessary  for  single-paned  windows  in  the  cooler  months  of  the  3«ar, 
the  Increased  heat  loss  during  warmer  months  would  decrease 
air-conditioning  requirements  during  PG&E's  system-wide  electrical  peaking 
periods. 

Operable  windows  were  rejected  because  they  would  provide  little  benefit 
over  the  planned  environmental  control  in  the  building  and  could  result  in 
inefficient  operation  of  installed  environmental  control  systems. 
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Load  shedding  was  rejected  because  no  PG&E  rate  schedule  now  available 
would  be  available  for  the  project  when  it  begins  operation.    If  a  rate 
schedule  becomes  available  in  the  future,  the  project  could  easily  be 
modified  to  operate  under  such  a  schedule.    Installation  of  controls  at  a 
later  date  would  present  no  problem. 

Individual  metering  of  office  space  was  rejected  because  the  costs  are 
considered  by  the  applicant  to  be  excessive  and  the  benefits  uncertain. 
Ground-floor  retail  spaces  would  be  individually  metered. 

I-    GEOLOGY,  SEISMICITY,  AND  HYDROLOGY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

During  excavation,  the  contractor  would  shore  up  and  protect  pit  walls 
from  lateral  movement  of  soils  into  the  pit. 

The  project  sponsor  has  had  a  geotechnical  report  prepared  for  the  project 
by  a  licensed  professional  engineer,  and  the  recommendations  of  that 
report  for  foundation  design  and  site  preparation  would  be  followed  in 
construction  of  the  project. 

Piling  holes  would  be  predrilled  to  reduce  noise  and  limit  vibration. 

Portions  of  basement  walls  which  extend  below  the  groundwater  level  would 
be  designed  to  limit  seepage  through  the  walls.  The  portion  of  the  walls 
above  the  groundwater  level  would  be  moisture-proofed. 

Nearby  buildings  requiring  underpinning  during  construction  would  be 
closely  monitored  to  ensure  no  adverse  effects  during  construction. 

Curbs,  streets,  and  surrounding  structures  would  be  monitored  during 
dewatering  operations,  if  any,  to  ensure  that  settlement  would  not  be 
occurring. 

Hung  ceilings  and  hanging  light  fixtures,  if  used,  would  be  firmly 
attached  to  the  structure. 

121 


V.    Mitigation  Measures 


#  Tenants  would  be  encouraged  to  firmly  attach  bookcases  and  interior  panels 
to  the  walls. 

#  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the 
project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the 
City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  emergency  plan  and 
to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and 
implemented  by  building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  of  final  occupancy  permits. 

#  The  covered  courtyard  at  the  front  of  the  proposed  building  would  provide 
shelter  from  falling  objects  for  pedestrians  on  the  sidewalk  in  the  event 
of  an  earthquake. 
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MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

If,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  unacceptable 
subsidence  occurs  during  construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  begun 
by  the  general  contractor  to  halt  the  settlement. 

Groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be  retained  in  a  holding  tank  to 
allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  is  found  necessary  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  the  storm 
drain  and  sewer  lines. 

J.    MEASURES  IN  INITIAL  STUDY  PERTAINING  TO  ISSUES  WHICH  WERE  FOCUSSED  OUT  OF 
THIS  EIR 

The  project  would  provide  internal  security  measures  such  as  security 
guards,  well-lighted  entries,  and  alarm  systems,  to  minimize  the  need  for 
City  policy  services. 

During  excavation,  unpaved  demolition  and  construction  areas  would  be 
wetted  to  hold  down  dust;  if  this  were  done  at  least  twice  a  day  with 
complete  coverage,  particulate  emissions  (dust)  would.be  reduced  about 
50  percent.    Main  Street  would  be  swept  by  the  project  contractor  to 
maintain  it  clear  of  spilled  materials  and  dust  and  to  minimize  the  hazard 
of  siltation  in  the  storm  drain  system  serving  the  site. 

The  general  contractor  would  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment 
so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions. 
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VI.    SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED 
PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

The  project  would  obstruct  some  views  from  nearby  buildings.    Portions  of  Main 
and  Mission  Street  that  are  unshaded  in  the  spring,  summer,  and  fall  months 
under  existing  conditions  would  be  shaded  by  the  project. 

EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

The  project  would  require  demolition  of  approximately  36,000  gross  square  feet 
of  office  and  light  industrial  space  on  the  project  site.    Two  tenants  or 
owners  would  be  displaced.    The  project  would  result  in  the  construction  of 
about  264,500  gross  square  feet  of  office  and  retail  space,  a  net  gain  of 
228,500  gross  square  feet  of  space  on  the  site. 

The  project  employees  would  generate  a  demand  for  231  dwelling  units  in  San 
Francisco,  according  to  a  formula  described  by  the  Director  of  Planning  on 
July  20,  1981  .    The  project  would  accommodate  approximately  1  ,070  jobs,  an 
increase  of  approximately  995  on  the  site.    City  revenue  from  the  site  would 
be  approximately  840  percent  higher  than  from  existing  buildings. 

CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 

The  project  would  add  directly  about  280  person-trips  on  the  Muni  system 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  a  1.4  percent  increase  in  Muni  patronage  and  340 
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trips  to  regional  transit  modes,  a  one  percent  increase.    The  project  would 
increase  pedestrian  flow  at  the  Mission-Main  intersection.    The  capacity  of  an 
east-west  crosswalk  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  would  be  less  than  the 
cumulative  demand.    Cumulative  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic  would  degrade 
service  levels  at  nearby  intersections  on  Mission  and  Howard  Streets. 

NOISE 

Noise  impacts  during  construction  would  result  principally  from  piledriving. 
ENERGY 

The  project  would  require  an  increase  in  natural  gas  and  electrical  energy  use 
on  the  site. 
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VII.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


A.    NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  physical  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now 
exists.    The  two  buildings  which  occupy  the  project  site  would  remain, 
presumably  in  substantially  the  same  condition  that  exists  in  1981,  although 
the  printing  firm  would  move  as  intended.    (See  Section  III. A,  page  21,  for  a 
discussion  of  the  existing  conditions.)    The  seismic  safety  of  the  buildings 
on  the  site  would  continue  to  pose  a  hazard  to  the  extent  that  they  do  not 
comply  with  current  codes. 

In  general,  the  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  remain 
substantially  as  described  in  Section  III  of  this  report.    With  no  project, 
existing  structures  on  the  site  would  be  retained  in  their  present  condition. 
Present  levels  of  traffic,  parking  demand,  transit  demand,  air  pollution, 
noise,  energy  consumption,  on-site  employment,  and  wind,  shadow  and  visual 
effects  now  attributable  to  the  buildings  on  the  site  would  continue  to 
exist.    As  the  existing  buildings  cover  almost  100  percent  of  the  parcels, 
there  would  be  no  opportunity  to  extend  an  interior  block  walkway  across  the 
site. 

This  alternative  would  lessen  employment-related  effects  identified  in 
Section  IV,  D,  page  71,  as  approximately  985  fewer  people  would  be  employed  at 
the  project  site. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  it  would  not 
fully  utilize  the  potential  usable  space  allowed  at  the  site  and  would  fail  to 
provide  a  reasonable  return  on  the  investment  potential  of  the  site. 
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Aa.    LOCATE  THE  PROJECT  IN  DOWNTOWN  OAKLAND 

The  project  sponsor  is  seeking  to  meet  a  portion  of  the  demand  for  office 
space  in  San  Francisco.    A  location  in  Downtown  Oakland  or  elsewhere  in  the 
Bay  Area  would  not  meet  this  requirement.    If  such  a  project  were  located  in 
Oakland  it  would  receive  environmental  review  by  the  City  of  Oakland  as 
required  for  other  new  office  projects  there.    As  transportation  and  commute 
patterns  are  different  from  those  in  San  Francisco,  transportation  and  other 
impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  different  from  those  in  San  Francisco. 

B.    FULL  RESIDENTIAL  REQUIREMENT  PROVIDED  ON  THE  SITE  UNDER  INTERIM  CONTROLS 

This  alternative  would  provide  on  the  site  all  of  the  housing  required  by  the 
formula  requiring  640  square  feet  of  housing  per  1,000  square  feet  of  office 
space  and  .9  unit  per  1,000  square  feet  of  office  space.    Using  allowable 
bonuses  for  building  features  associated  with  housing,  the  floor  area  could  be 
increased  by  30,000  square  feet  for  a  maximum  total  Floor  Area  Ratio  of 
15.9:1.    In  order  to  provide  a  balance  between  housing  space  and  office  space 
under  the  above  formula,  office  space  would  be  reduced  from  260^000  gross 
square  feet  to  159,000  gross  square  feet,  allowing  for  135  dwelling  units  in 
102,000  gross  square  feet.    This  would  be  the  maximum  number  of  dwelling  units 
that  could  be  accommodated  under  the  allowable  Floor  Area  Ratio.    The  building 
height  would  be  increased  by  35  feet  to  375  feet,  and  setbacks  would  be 
required  on  the  residential  levels  in  front  and  in  back  to  provide  necessary 
window  areas  for  residential  rooms.    See  Figure  33. 

This  alternative  would  reduce  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  building  by 
approximately  100,000  square  feet.    On-site  employment  would  be  reduced  by 
approximately  40  percent  as  would  employment-related  impacts  such  as  traffic 
generation,  transit  demand,  parking  demand,  housing  demand,  and  energy 
consumption.    These  reductions  would  be  offset,  however,  by  the  requirements 
and  impacts  of  the  housing  units.    A  minimum  of  34  parking  spaces,  at  the 
ratio  of  one  space  for  every  four  units  required  by  Section  151  of  the  City 
Planning  Code,  would  have  to  be  supplied.    This  would  require  a  two-story 
basement  unless  the  moped,  handicapped,  and  carpool  and  vanpool  parking 
provided  by  the  project  as  proposed  were  relinquished.    Construction  of  a 
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two-story  basement  would  encounter  dewatering  requirements  not  foreseen  for 
the  project  as  proposed.    If  parking  were  provided  at  a  1-to-l  ratio,  135 
spaces  would  be  provided  for  the  housing  units,  requiring  four  levels  of 
parking.    Energy  use  by  the  residential  space  would  be  about  one-third  higher 
than  for  equivalent  office  space.    Traffic  noise  would  be  more  perceptible  in 
the  residential  space  than  in  the  office  space  as  the  windows  would  be 
openable.    A  separate  apartment  lobby  and  separate  elevators  would  reduce  the 
area  per  floor  available  for  office  use. 

This  alternative  has  been  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  since  the  objective 
of  the  project  is  to  provide  the  maximum  amount  of  office  space  which  the  site 
can  accommodate.    It  is  the  sponsor's  intent  to  provide  required  housing 
elsewhere  in  the  City.    The  project  site  and  environs  are  considered  by  the 
sponsor  to  be  undesirable  for  housing  because  of  the  proximity  of  the  freeway 
off-ramp  and  the  lack  of  neighborhood  services  and  amenities  required  for 
housing.    The  nearest  food  market  is  in  the  Golden  Gateway,  seven  blocks  from 
the  site.    The  nearest  prescription  pharmacy  is  on  Market  Street  four  blocks 
from  the  site.    No  resident-serving  commercial  facilities  are  known  to  be 
proposed  closer  to  the  site. 

C.    SOME  RESIDENTIAL  UNITS  ON  SITE  USING  BONUS  FLOOR  AREA  AND  RETAINING 
MAXIMUM  OFFICE  SPACE  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROJECT 

Retaining  the  maximum  office  space  provided  by  the  project,  some  30,000  square 
feet  of  residential  space  could  be  added  by  using  only  the  allowable  bonus 
credits.    This  would  provide  not  more  than  46  residential  units  of  studio  size 
on  the  site  with  a  total  Floor  Area  Ratio  of  15.9:1. 

This  alternative  would  require  a  minimum  of  12  parking  spaces  for  the  housing 
units  and  would  add  transportation,  service,  and  energy  impacts  engenderd  by 
92  residents  on  the  site  (assuming  an  occupancy  of  two  persons  per  unit) 
similar  to  those  described  in  Alternative  B.    A  separate  apartment  lobby  and 
separate  elevators  would  reduce  the  area  per  floor  available  for  office  use. 
If  46  parking  spaces  were  provided,  a  two-story  basement  would  have  to  be 
constructed  with  resultant  dewatering  problems. 

This  alternative  has  been  rejected  by  the  sponsor  as  it  is  intended  to  provide 
required  housing  elsewhere  in  the  City  and  because  the  site  is  considered  by 
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the  project  sponsor  to  be  undesirable  for  housing  because  of  the  proximity  of 
the  freeway  off-ramp  and  the  lack  of  neighborhood  services  and  amenities 
required  for  housing,  as  noted  in  Alternative  B. 

D.    OFFICE  SPACE  WITH  FULL  RESIDENTIAL  REQUIREMENT  PROVIDED  ON-SITE  UNDER 
REGULATIONS  PROPOSED  IN  GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT 

This  alternative  would  comply  with  the  regulations  proposed  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development  published  in  May  1981.  It 
would  provide  the  least  amount  of  office  space  of  any  of  the  alternatives 
since  the  building  height  would  be  limited  to  240  feet  as  proposed  on  Map  2, 
page  6  of  the  Guiding  Downtown  Development  document.    The  residential 
requirement  and  height  limit  would  allow  146,000  square  feet  of  offices  and  a 
balance  of  93,600  square  feet  of  residential  space  permitting  a  maximum  of  131 
units.    Although  the  Guiding  Downtown  Development  proposals  would  allow  a  5:1 
Floor  Area  Ratio  for  housing  in  addition  to  a  basic  12:1  Floor  Area  Ratio  for 
offices,  the  maximum  F.A.R.  attainable  under  this  alternative  would  be  14.7:1 
since  the  240-foot  height  limit  would  act  as  a  contraint  on  reaching  the 
maximum  Floor  Area  Ratio.    The  building  plan  for  this  alternative  would  have  a 
rear  yard  area  of  ten  feet  compared  with  28.5  feet  for  the  project  as  proposed 
in  order  to  provide  the  maximum  floor  area,  and  no  side  yard  on  the  south  side 
of  the  building  compared  with  12.5  feet  as  proposed.    Upper  level  setbacks 
required  for  residential  units  would  provide  a  sculptured  profile.  Recreation 
space  at  the  ratio  of  one  square  foot  per  25  square  feet  of  office  space  would 
have  to  be  provided  off-site.    The  number  of  loading  spaces  provided  on  the 
site  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  project  and  would  comply  with  the  Guiding 
Downtown  Development  standards  as  there  would  less  office  space.    The  space  on 
the  south  side  of  the  building  would  be  extended  by  30  feet  to  meet  the  depth 
requirement  of  55  feet  for  one  of  the  stalls. 

This  alternative  would  reduce  the  amount  of  office  space  by  13,000  feet  more 
than  would  Alternative  B.    The  overall  reductions  in  office  impacts  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  under  Alternative  B  as  compared  with  the  project  as 
proposed.    The  number  of  housing  units  provided  would  be  four  fewer  than 
provided  in  Alternative  B.    The  residential  impacts  of  this  alternative  would 
be  similar  to  those  provided  in  Alternative  B. 
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This  alternative  has  not  been  considered  favorably  by  the  project  sponsor 
because  it  would  provide  the  least  amount  of  space  for  office  use  whereas  the 
objective  of  the  sponsor  is  to  provide  the  maximum  amount  of  office  space 
legally  permitted.    The  sponsor's  attitude  toward  providing  housing  on  the 
site,  as  described  under  Alternatives  B  and  C,  also  applies  to  this 
alternative.    Amenities  provided  by  the  project  as  proposed,  such  as  the 
28-foot  rear-yard  garden  area,  the  south  wall  setback  from  the  property  line, 
and  the  three-story  high  entry  court,  would  be  sacrificed  to  obtain  the 
maximum  floor  area  possible  under  the  240-foot  height  limit  constraint. 

E.    MAXIMUM  OFFICE  SPACE  WITH  RESIDENTIAL  UNITS  ON-SITE  USING  BONUS  FLOOR  AREA 
UNDER  REGULATIONS  IN  GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT 

This  alternative  is  based  on  a  Floor  Area  Ratio  of  12  to  1,  a  retail  bonus  of 
0.5  to  1,  and  a  transfer  of  development  rights  from  an  architecturally  or 
historically  significant  building  located  elsewhere  in  the  downtown  area  which 
would  be  credited  with  a  3  to  1  floor  area  bonus.    The  total  Floor  Area  Ratio 
would  be  15.5  to  1.    The  bonus  of  5  to  1,  up  to  a  maximum  of  17  to  1  allowed 
for  housing  by  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  could  not  be  attained  on  the  site 
because  of  the  240-foot  height  limit  proposed  by  the  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  document.    Consequently,  a  project  which  would  provide  the  maximum 
amount  of  office  space  permitted  by  the  proposed  guidelines  could  not  also 
provide  some  housing  unless  the  site  were  placed  in  a  higher  height  district. 
The  required  recreation  space  of  one  square  foot  per  25  square  feet  of  office 
space  would  have  to  be  provided  elsewhere  under  this  alternative.  The 
required  space  would  be  11,720  square  feet. 

The  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project  as 
proposed  insofar  as  transportation,  energy,  air  quality,  noise,  and 
geotechnics  are  concerned.    Because  of  the  lower  height  district,  this 
alternative,  like  Alternative  D,  would  be  similar  in  height  to  the  building 
east  of  the  site  and  the  building  proposed  on  the  parcel  south  of  the  site. 
No  transition  from  lower  to  higher  buildings  would  be  provided. 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  since  it  lacks  the  amenities 
provided  by  the  proposed  project,  such  as  the  entry  courtyard,  the  rear 
garden,  the  south  wall  windows,  and  the  upper-level  setback  and  terrace. 
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F.    MAXIMUM  OFFICE  SPACE  WITHOUT  HOUSING  UNDER  REGULATIONS  PROPOSED  IN 
GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT 

Although  the  basic  floor  area  permitted  on  the  site  would  be  12:1  if  the 
recommendations  of  Guiding  Downtown  Development  were  adopted,  an  additional 
0.5:1  F.A.R.  could  be  obtained  for  the  provision  of  retail  space  on  the  ground 
level.    An  additional  3:1  F.A.R.  could  be  gained  by  the  transfer  of 
development  rights  from  a  building  parcel  elsewhere  in  the  C-3-0  District 
where  an  existing  building  of  architectural  or  historical  significance  would 
be  preserved.    This  alternative  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  such  a 
building  would  be  allocated  for  this  purpose.    The  resulting  F.A.R.  allowable 
on  the  site  would  be  15.5:1.    Constrained  by  the  240-foot  height  limit 
recommended  by  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  the  building  would  extend  the 
full  width  of  the  site  and  provide  a  lO-foot  space  at  the  rear.    It  would 
contain  293,000  square  feet  of  office  space  on  17  floors  and  12,000  square 
feet  of  retail  and  lobby  space  on  the  street  level.    This  building  would  be 
like  Alternative  E  and  have  the  same  impacts  as  Alternative  E,  including  the 
lack  of  a  ground  level  courtyard  and  garden.    Like  Alternative  E,  it  has  been 
rejected  by  the  project  sponsor. 

A  comparison  of  the  alternatives  complying  with  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
is  shown  in  Figure  34. 

•  G.    THE  PROJECT  WITH  NO  PARKING 

•  This  alternative  would  provide  no  parking  on  the  lower  level  of  the  proposed 
building.    There  would  be  no  space  for  handicapped  drivers  but  the  ramp  area 
would  be  used  as  an  off-street  loading  dock  in  lieu  of  the  van  loading  area  in 
the  lower  level.    If  the  ramp  were  retained,  the  basement  area  would  be  used 
for  delivery  vans,  van  storage  for  van  pools,  and  bicycles. 

•  This  alternative  would  reduce  the  number  of  vehicle-trips  attracted  to  the 
site  by  up  to  175  per  day,  diverting  most  of  the  trips  to  transit  or  walking 
from  more  distant  parking  locations,  and  reducing  vehicular  interference  with 
pedestrians  on  the  sidewalk.    Effects  on  air  quality  would  be  a  decrease  in 
carbon  monoxide  concentrations  of  less  than  0.1  parts  per  million. 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  135  Main  Street 
Building,  and  responses  to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  spoken  comments  made  at  a  public  hearing  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  January  21,  1982,  and  all  written  comments  received 
during  the  public  review  period  from  December  18,  1981  through  February  2, 
1982,  have  been  reviewed  and  are  presented  herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited 
to  omit  repetition  and  nonsubstantive  material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by 
topics  corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR.    Each  group  of 
comments  is  followed  by  its  set  of  responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under 
each  topic  follows  the  order  of  comments  under  that  topic.    As  the  subject 
matter  of  a  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  must 
occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of  Comments  and  Responses  to  review 
all  information  on  a  given  topic.    Where  this  occurs,  cross-references  are 
provided. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new 
chapter.    Text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses. 
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B.    LIST  OF  COMMENTERS 

Sue  Bierman,  City  Planning  Commissioner 

Norman  Karasick,  City  Planning  Commissioner 

Eugene  Kelleher,  City  Planning  Commissioner 

Jerome  Klein,  City  Planning  Commissioner 

Yoshio  Nakashima,  Vice  President,  City  Planning  Commission 

John  Elberling,  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

Sue  Hestor,  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

Jonathan  Malone,  Secretary,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

Kay  Pachtner,  San  Francisco  Consumer  Action 

Michael  A.  Visconti,  Manager,  Plan  and  Project  Review,  ABAG 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Ownership 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Nakashima:    "I'd  like  to  reaffirm  what  the  staff  already  said, 
that  there's  been  a  change  in  ownership  on  this  project,  and  that  all 
references  should  be  made  in  the  document  to  assure  that  the  change  in 
ownership  is  duly  noted.  ... 

RESPONSE 

Changes  have  been  made  on  pages  1  and  9  reflecting  the  change  in  sponsorship 
from  the  Daon  Corporation  to  Norland  Properties  of  San  Francisco. 

View  of  Entrance 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "What  I  don't  think  is  in  here  is  a  very  clear  drawing 
of  the  entrance,  [and]  the  columns.    I  went  to  see  the  model,  and  I  didn't 
find  any  of  that  in  here,  and  I  wonder  whether  that  may  have  come  after  this 
was  done.    I  don't  know." 

RESPONSE 

Figure  4A  has  been  added  to  the  FEIR  showing  a  view  of  the  model  at  the  lower 
levels. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "On  the  impact  for  the  cumulative  effect  of  downtown  growth,  this 
EIR  .  .  .  uses  very  loaded  words.  ...    It's  like  the  gods  have  preordained 
that  there  is  this  much  office  space  that  is  absolutely  needed,  and  it's  not 
balanced  by,  among  other  things,  Mr.  Shorenstein ' s  bleak  words  in  the  press 
last  week,  where  he  .  .  .  was  talking  of  the  real  estate  market.    And  then  I 
look  at  the  footnotes  and  find  out  who  are  footnoted  as  the  source  of  it,  and 
I  find  Coldwell  Banker.    Well,  I  think  Coldwell  Banker  has  a  stake  in  it.  I 
would  appreciate  if  there  were  more  objective,  neutral  language  that  talks 
about  how  city  policies  can  push  that  kind  of  attitude  or  pull  it  back." 

RESPONSE 

The  comment  refers  to  pages  28-30  of  the  DEIR,  and  specifically  to  paragraph  1 
on  page  30  of  the  DEIR,  which  describes  office  rental  rates  and  office  vacancy 
rates  in  San  Francisco.    The  Coldwell  Banker  survey  of  office  space  in  San 
Francisco  is  part  of  a  nationwide  office  vacancy  index,  not  an  opinion  or 
projection.    The  third  sentence  on  page  30  has  been  revised  on  updated 
information  as  follows:    "As  of  December,  1981,  the  vacancy  rate  in  downtown 
office  buildings  was  estimated  to  be  0.36%./!/"    Footnote  IM  on  page  32  is 
revised  as  follows:    "/I/  Coldwell  Banker,  'Office  Building  Vacancy  Index,' 
December  28,  1981."    The  vacancy  rate  is  based  on  a  survey  of  92  buildings 
containing  over  22  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  in  San  Francisco.  The 
discussion  in  the  DEIR  is  intended  to  show  that  demand  for  office  space  in  San 
Francisco  is  high.    Highrise  office  development  proposals  are  in  response  to 
this  demand.    The  wording  does  not  imply  that  office  space  is  aosolutely 
needed;  the  DEIR  explains  the  context  of  market  forces  which  the  project  would 
join. 
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Transportation 

Parking 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "[On]  page  40,  would  you  please  check  the  parking 
diagram  again  as  to  whether  it  includes  any  designated  space  for  development, 
including  projects  either  that  have  been  approved  or  that  are  in  the 
pipeline?    My  copy  .  .  .  has  a  kind  of  a  typo  .  .  .  on  .  .  .  the  parking 
diagram  of  a  blank  space  with  some  little  sites,  but  you  can't  tell  what  the 
streets  are.    I  think  it's  just  something  in  the  printing,  but  could  you  just 
check  that?" 

RESPONSE 

Figure  16  indicates  off-street  parking  sites  which  were  available  at  the  time 
of  analysis.    Those  which  are  on  sites  of  projects  now  undergoing 
environmental  review  have  been  enclosed  by  a  heavy  line.    The  blank  portion  of 
the  base  map  has  been  filled  in  to  show  the  streets  clearly. 


139 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
Urban  Design 
Shadows 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Blerman:    "It  seems  to  me  there's  too  large  an  area  used  for 
shadow  effect  where  you  just  have  the  project  shadows  shown.    It  gives  .  .  . 
an  idea  that  there's  no  problem  downtown  with  other  shadows. 

"If  we're  going  to  start  looking  at  what  the  whole  situation  is  and  what  it's 
all  getting  to  be,  .  .  .  then  it  seems  to  me  that  .  .  .  the  shadows  from  other 
buildings  should  show.  ...    In  those  diagrams  it  just  looks  like  everything 
is  hunky-dory  except  where  this  project  is  going  to  shade  something,  and  I 
think  it  ought  to  be  more  realistic  about  what  the  whole  area's  shadowing  is. 

"The  environmental  impact  report  never  seems  to  speak  to  what  effect  on  the 
energy  use  of  the  city  comes  from  the  shadows  that  are  cast  on  surrounding 
buildings.    There's  one  particular  drawing  where  ...  a  whole  site  is  in 
shadow  that  hasn't  been  in  shadow,  and  I  would  think  that  then  the  energy  use 
in  those  buildings  will  be  a  lot  more.    The  environmental  impact  report  never 
speaks  to  that." 

RESPONSE 

The  shadow  diagrams  shown  in  Figures  21,  23,  and  25,  on  pages  64,  66,  and  68 
are  intended  to  show  the  shadow  effects  of  all  buildings  existing  and  proposed 
in  the  project  block  as  well  as  those  of  the  project.    They  have  been  modified 
to  show  more  clearly  the  effects  of  the  proposed  135  Main  Street  project, 
which  are  comparatively  limited. 

Most  highrise  and  midrise  buildings  in  the  mild  San  Francisco  climate  expend 
more  energy  for  summer  cooling  than  for  winter  heating,  using  at  source 
value.    Shading  a  building  during  the  long  cooling  season,  when  days  are  long 
and  sunlight  is  intense,  greatly  reduces  the  solar  heat  gain,  i.e.,  the  amount 
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of  warming  of  the  structure  by  the  sun.    Shading  of  a  building  during  the 
short  heating  season,  when  days  are  short  and  the  sunlight  is  weak,  slightly 
reduces  the  solar  heat  gain.    The  degree  to  which  the  energy  performance  of 
the  shaded  structure  is  affected  depends  in  part  upon  its  design  and 
orientation,  whether  it  is  air  conditioned,  the  time  and  type  of  use,  and  the 
percent  of  the  building  shaded  by  the  project. 

The  total  amount  of  solar  energy  intercepted  by  the  project  would  range  from 
about  50  million  Btu's  per  day  on  the  shortest  winter  days  to  about  160  Btu's 
per  day  on  the  longest  summer  days.    However,  about  70  percent  of  the  daily 
solar  energy  falls  within  two  hours  of  solar  noon,  or  between  10  a.m.  and 
2  p.m.  solar  time.    The  buildings  that  would  be  substantially  affected  by 
shading  from  the  project  are  those  that  would  be  shaded  during  that  period, 
such  as  150  Spear  Street.    Direct  solar  lighting,  which  is  usually 
objectionable  on  office  desks  and  equipment,  is  shaded  out  by  interior  shading 
devices.    Indirect  light,  i.e.,  light  shaded  from  the  sun  by  an  intervening 
building  or  buildings,  is  sufficient  to  light  perimeter  offices. 

Copper 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "I  had  questions  about  the  colors,  about  the  copper 
color,  and  what  that  copper  color  really  .  .  .  will  relate  to  [in]  the 
surrounding  area  and  how  accurately  we're  able  to  get  an  idea  of  what  that 
color  is,  and  whether  it  will  relate  to  buildings  around  it  well  enough,  or 
whether  it  might  stand  out.  .  .  . 

"I  don't  feel  that  I  have  to  have  an  elaborate  response  about  it  in  the 
environmental  impact  report,  but  I  am  concerned  about  it. 

"I  had  a  little  trouble  picturing  the  columns,  and  that  particularly  grand 
entrance,  which  I  think  it  really  is,  across  from  a  freeway  off  ramp.  .  .  . 
It's  hard  to  picture,  because  some  of  the  buildings  aren't  built  yet  that  are 
going  to  be  there. 
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".  .  .  Maybe  it's  going  to  become  something  that  will  really  fit  with  that 
entrance,  but  I  have  a  little  concern  as  to  how  that  is  going  to  look.  .  .  . 
That  doesn't  require  an  elaborate  answer  in  [the]  environmental  impact." 

RESPONSE 

The  copper  proposed  to  be  used  in  the  spandrels  on  the  Main  Street  facade 
would  be  chemically  preweathered  to  a  stable  green  tone.    One  of  the  Downtown 
buildings  best  known  in  part  because  of  its  use  of  copper  is  the  Hunter  Dulin 
Building  at  111  Sutter  Street.    Its  roof  is  a  dormered  mansard  roof  with 
copper  cresting.    As  noted  in  Splendid  Survivors,  1979,  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage:    "It  is  this  roof  which  is  one  of  the 
richest  features  on  the  city's  skyline."    The  new  wing  of  the  Bank  of 
California  at  400  Cal ifornia  Street  is  also  crested  in  copper  at  its  roof  line. 

The  entrance  to  the  proposed  building  is  pictured  in  Figure  4A. 

Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

Housing  "Units" 

COMMENTS 

Commissioner  Karasick:    "If  you  call  something  a  unit,  to  me  that  represents  a 
living  unit,  and  if  then  you're  going  to  say  that  it  can  be  offset  by  credits, 
at  which  you  might  end  up  with  one  fourth  the  number  of  units,  .  .  .  perhaps 
the  word  'unit'  is  misleading,  and  perhaps  it  should  be  a  different  word, 
maybe  debits  or  something  which  would  be  made  up  by  credits;  I  don't 
know.  .  .  .    Perhaps  the  word  'unit'  is  inappropriate,  and  it  should  be  some 
other  word. 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "[On]  page  53  .  .  .  lines  12  through  15,  I  just 
couldn't  understand,  ...  if  it  needs  correcting,  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
clarified. 

"Is  the  Harkness  House  a  reality,  and  is  it  a  guaranteed  project  at  this 
point?.  .  .    If  it  isn't  sure  to  be  completed,  it  should  maybe  be  listed  only 
as  a  possibility  in  the  future,  not  as  something  that's  a  reality," 
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Commissioner  Karasick:    "On  page  53:    what  is  the  word  'creditabile'?" 
Commissioner  Nakashima:    "The  credit  concerning  Harkness  House,  .  .  .  needs  to 

 L   iiiiiBi       11   nr        -        -    --    --  ^ 

be  discussed  fully,  as  to  whether  it  still  applies  or  doesn't  apply." 

Michael  A.  Visconti:    "We  find  supportive  of  the  concerns  of  our  locally 
elected  officials  Daon's  commitment  to  develop  158  residential  units  at 
Harkness  House.   Also,  we  concur  in  the  need  for  arrangements  to  be  developed 
by  Daon  to  provide  for  the  additional  80  units  that  the  project  will  demand, 
as  noted  in  the  mitigation  measure  described  on  page  116  of  the  Draft  EIR." 

RESPONSE 

"While  we  are  measuring  units  here  as  a  finding,  what  it  takes  to  meet  that 
finding  as  a  mitigation  measure  we  have  been  describing  as  credits."  (Dean 
Macris,  Director  of  Planning) 

The  word  "unit"  has  been  traditionally  applied  to  a  separate  and  complete 
dwelling  for  one  household.    The  San  Francisco  Office/Housing  Production 
Program  (OHPP)  defines  housing  units  in  terms  of  bedrooms:    "each  bedroom 
counts  as  one  (1)  unit,  in  order  to  encourage  the  development  of  both  single 
and  multi-bedroom  units  and  to  provide  flexibility  to  developers  for 
satisfying  the  housing  requirements  while  serving  the  multiple  needs  of  the 
City's  work  forces.    For  example,  a  studio  or  a  one-bedroom  unit  counts  as  one 
(1)  unit;  a  three-bedroom  unit  equals  three  (3)  units."    In  addition,  the  OHPP 
allows  multiple  credits  for  affordable  housing,  varying  according  to  degree  of 
subsidization  or  level  of  income.    While  the  method  for  determing  housing 
impact  results  in  a  quantity  expressed  in  the  DEIR  as  separate  housing  units, 
the  application  of  the  above  OHPP  definition  of  "unit"  and  of  "credits" 
results  in  the  number  of  dwellings  required  as  a  mitigation  by  the  office 
development  housing  formula  to  vary  according  to  size  and  affordability. 

Because  of  the  change  in  project  sponsorship,  the  housing  credits  to  be 
derived  from  the  Harkness  House  rehabilitation  will  not  be  available  for  this 
project.    The  last  two  sentences  on  page  53  of  the  DEIR  have  been  eliminated, 
including  the  typographical  error  referred  to  by  Commissioner  Karasick,  and 
the  Mitigation  Measure  on  page  116  has  been  changed  as  noted  in  the  Response 
to  Comment  under  Housing  Mitigation,  page  17  5.    Although  the  ownership  of  the 
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project  has  changed  and  the  Harkness  House  rehabilitation  would  not  be 
credited  to  the  project,  the  revised  Mitigation  Measure  referred  to  above 
would  fulfill  the  commitment  to  provide  housing,  as  noted. 

Fiscal  Effects 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "With  regard  to  the  city  revenue  scheme  that  is  in  .  .  .  [this] 
Environmental  Impact  report,  there  is  a  presumption  of  ...  a  Ponzi  scheme 
that  we're  building  in.    The  only  way  we  know  that  these  projects  are  going  to 
pay  is  if  every  year  you  continue  to  approve  more.    I  think  you  have  the 
responsibility  to  tell  the  public  that  you  are  building  in,  according  to  your 
environmental  impact  reports,  a  Ponzi  scheme.    It  is  in  very  weak,  neutral, 
unloaded  language,  but  you  are  saying  the  only  way  you  know  you'll  have  more 
revenues  from  downtown  is  if  each  year  new  buildings  come  on  at  new  assessment 
to  pay  the  freight  for  those  that  don't  reassess. 

"The  rate  paid  by  downtown  compared  to  the  rate  paid  by  you  and  me  as  property 
taxpayers:    our  share  is  going  up  and  their  share  is  going  down,  and  that 
should  be  explicit  in  the  environmental  impact  reports." 

RESPONSE 

Reference  to  a  "Ponzi  scheme"  is  to  a  swindler  who  marketed  a  pyramid 
investment  scheme  to  naive  people  who  desired  to  get  rich  quick. 

The  DEIR  contains  no  language  suggesting  that  the  only  method  of  increasing 
revenues  from  the  downtown  area  is  by  adding  new  buildings  each  year. 

Under  Proposition  13,  Section  XIIIA  of  the  California  constitution,  property 
is  reassessed  only  when  it  is  sold.    Residential  property  tends  to  change 
ownership  more  frequently  than  commercial  property.    In  the  long  run,  it  is 
therefore  probable  that  residential  assessments  will  increase  at  a  greater 
rate  than  commercial  property.    The  assessment  of  property  that  does  not 
change  ownership  is  limited  to  an  increase  of  two  percent  annually.  If 
inflation  and  tne  cost  of  City  services  increase  at  a  rate  greater  than  two 
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percent  per  year,  there  will  be  a  gap  between  property  tax  revenues  and 
necessary  City  expenditures.    One  way  to  offset  such  a  disparity  is  to 
increase  the  property  tax  base  through  more  intensive  development.  San 
Francisco  also  collects  other  taxes       payroll,  sales,  gross  receipts, 
utility,  and  parking      that  are  more  responsive  to  increased  costs  and 
inflation  than  is  the  property  tax. 

Multipl iers 

COMMENT 

Sue  He St or:    "Multipliers  that  are  used  are  inconsistent.    I  would  like  to  see 
multipliers  used  for  housing  once  in  a  while  rather  than  the  jobs  that  are 
created,  so  we  can  do  some  mitigation  based  on  that." 

RESPONSE 

The  Input-Output  Model  used  to  project  secondary  employment  due  to  the  project 
(see  Footnote  2,  p.  77  of  the  DEIR)  is  based  on  the  regional  economy.  Jobs 
induced  through  project  employees'  expenditures  could  be  located  anywhere  in 
the  Bay  Area.    The  exact  location  of  these  secondary  jobs  is  not  known  nor  can 
the  model  project  how  many  jobs  would  be  held  by  existing  Bay  Area  residents 
nor  how  many  employees  would  be  new  to  the  region.    Since  the  locations  of 
these  jobs  cannot  be  projected,  it  is  not  possible  to  predict  the  locational 
decisions  of  secondary  employees  or  the  number  of  new  households  that  would  be 
induced  by  the  multiplier. 

Transit  Costs 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "When  you  look  at  the  costs  to  the  transit  system,  one  of  the 
things  that  I  have  a  problem  with  is  I  don't  know  that  the  Muni  costs  are  all 
of  these  costs.    And  the  debate  that  is  raging  about  the  Muni  costs  is  a  real 
debate,  and  there  is  a  much  broader  range  of  projections  in  terms  of  what  it 
costs  the  Muni  per  passenger  than  is  indicated  in  this  environmental  impact 
report. 
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"With  regard  to  the  transit  impacts,  I  would  like  to  see  the  cost  impacts  not 
only  on  Muni  and  BART,  but  on  A-C,  Samtrans,  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  both  the 
ferry  operations  and  the  bus  operations. 

"The  subsidy  amounts  for  BART  are  pretty  stiff,  as  are  the  subsidy  amounts  for 
the  Muni.    I  would  like  to  know  where  the  money  is  coming  from.  The 
environmental  impact  report  doesn't  tell  me.  .  .  . 

"When  .  .  .  you're  projecting  98,  99  [load  factors]  on  some  of  the  systems, 
and  105  and  107  on  others,  is  that  a  projection  based  on  continued 
availability  of  capital  for  equipment?    What  if  other  systems  have  problems 
like  San  Francisco  with  deteriorating  physical  resources  and  don't  have  the 
money  to  replace  the  buses?    Does  the  108%  of  capacity  then  become  125  of 
capacity  in  1990?    Is  the  Muni,  instead  of  107%,  going  to  be  150%  of  capacity, 
if  there  are  no  federal  moneys  available? 

".  .  .  You  need  to  have  that  information  so  that  you  can  ask  intelligently  for 
mitigation  measures,  and  I  don't  think  you  have  that  ability  from  what  you've 
got  in  there  now." 

RESPONSE 

According  to  Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant  (telephone  communication, 
December  28,  1981),  the  marginal  capital  and  operating  cost  per  peak  period 
Muni  ride  is  $0.71.    Marginal  costs  represent  the  costs  per  additional  peak 
period  passenger  trip  above  existing  ridership.    The  average  fare  revenue  per 
trip  is  $0.32,  resulting  in  a  required  subsidy  of  $0.39  for  each  additional 
ride  generated  by  downtown  development.    Part  of  this  deficit  of  $0.39  per 
ride  is  compensated  by  federal  and  state  subsidies,  while  the  remainder  is 
offset  by  General  Fund  contributions ./ 1/    The  DEIR  assumes  as  a  worst  case 
that  the  deficit  of  $0.39  per  ride  would  be  met  entirely  from  a  General  Fund 
subsidy.    Thus,  the  analysis  contained  in  the  DEIR  may  overestimate  the  extent 
of  a  General  Fund  subsidy  generated  by  the  project  if  federal  and  state 
operating  subsidies  continue.    The  proportion  of  the  Muni  subsidy  financed 
through  the  General  Fund  may  increase  over  the  1981-82  amount  in  the  future, 
as  federal  operating  subsidies  for  mass  transit  are  expected  to  decline. 
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In  reference  to  the  range  of  projections  and  debate  thereon,  five  studies  of 
the  fiscal  impact  of  Downtown  development  have  been  published  in  the  past  two 
and  one-half  years.    These  studies  are  summarized  in  Appendix  E,  added  to  the 
EIR. 

The  average  net  cost  not  covered  by  fares  per  A-C  Transit  passenger  is  $0.72 
cents  per  trip./2/   Cost  of  the  project,  based  on  this  figure,  would  be 
$28,844.    (1,070  employees  x  8%  A-C  riders  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $0.72  net 
cost  per  passenger  trip=  $28,844.)    The  average  cost  per  Golden  Gate  Transit 
passenger  is  $1.14./3/   Cost  of  the  project,  based  on  this  figure,  would  be 
$28,543.    (1 ,07  0  employees  x  5%  Golden  Gate  Transit  riders  per  year  x  468 
rides  per  year  x  $1.14  net  cost  per  passenger  trip  =  $28,543.)   The  average 
net  cost  per  SamTrans  passenger  is  $1.07./4/    Cost  of  the  project,  based  on 
this  figure,  would  be  $10,716.    (1 .070  employees  x  2%  SamTrans  riders  x  $1.07 
net  cost  per  passenger  trip*  $10,716.) 

A-C  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  SamTrans,  and  the  Caltrans  Peninsula  Train 
(Southern  Pacific)  do  not  receive  subsidies  from  taxes  collected  in  San 
Francisco.    All  receive  federal  and  state  subsidies.    Bay  Area  residents 
contribute  to  these  transportation  systems  through  federal  taxes,  bridge 
tolls,  and  state  gasoline  and  sales  taxes  paid  in  the  counties  where  purchases 
are  made.    Future  modifications  in  the  federal  and  state  allocations  and  in 
fare  structures  cannot  be  forecast. 

As  stated  on  page  82  of  the  DEIR,  the  project  would  generate  280  peak-hour 
Muni  trips.    The  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  has  been  changed  to 
read:    "The  280  trips  would  represent  about  a  0.9%  increase  in  Muni  patronage 
in  1984  on  affected  lines."    A  table  of  approximate  load  factors  has  been 
added  as  Appendix  A-7,  page  192. 

The  DEIR  quantifies  the  projected  tax  revenue  generated  by  the  project  to  Muni 
($89,000)  on  page  76.    Project-generated  revenues  to  BART  would  total  about 
$48,800  of  which  $43,542  would  be  from  property  taxes  (page  74)  and  $4,700 
would  be  from  sales  taxes  (page  75). 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


NOTE  -  Transit  Costs 

/I/  General  Fund  revenues  are  derived  primarily  from  local  property  and  other 
taxes  which  are  not  collected  specifically  for  a  special  purpose.    The  General 
Fund  is  allocated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  annual  budget  of  the  City. 

HI  Ted  Reynolds,  Senior  Planner,  A-C  Transit,  telephone  communication, 
March  15,  1982.    Per  passenger  trip  costs  vary  extensively  by  route,  from  a 
few  cents  to  a  few  dollars.    Figure  given  is  an  average  for  all  routes. 
Commuter  trip  costs  cannot  be  isolated. 

/3/  Peter  Dyson,  Senior  Planner,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  telephone  comnunication, 
March  16,  1982.    Net  cost  figures  are  not  available  for  all  commuter  routes. 
The  net  cost  of  $1.14  is  for  Route  26,  which  is  a  typical  route.    Fares  on 
Route  26  cover  57%  of  costs  while  the  fleet  average  is  55%. 

/4/  Gregory  Kipp,  Program  Analyst,  SamTrans,  telephone  communication, 
March  15,  1982.    Net  cost  figure  is  an  average  for  all  commuter  routes,  not 
exclusively  San  Francisco  routes.    Costs  are  exclusive  of  routes  contracted  to 
Greyhound  Bus  Co. 

Transportation 

Transit,  Load  Factors 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "[On]  pages  79,  80,  and  81,  it  seems  to  me 
that  .  .  .  these  tables  don't  show  very  well  the  present  overcrowding  on  the 
Muni  or  the  effect  of  the  project  on  cramped  Muni  vehicles  in  rush  hour.  It 
looks  to  me  like  we're  going  into  a  different  way  of  showing  crowding,  or  of 
not  showing  crowding.    I  was  curious  whether  this  is  a  new  method  or  if  I  just 
thought  it  was  a  new  method.    But  it  used  to  show  1.1  decimal  was  the  already 
crowded  condition,  then  it  would  show  1.4  was  overcrowded,  and  1.9  is  more 
crowded,  and  these  tables  don't  give  --  I  don't  think  there's  any  way,  just 
reading  this,  you  could  tell  that  we  have  a  serious  problem  on  Muni  vehicles 
at  rush  hour." 

RESPONSE 

The  Muni  load  factors  have  been  added  as  Appendix  A-7,  page  192.  The 
ridership  data  used  in  the  compilation  of  the  1980  load  factors  consisted  of 
rough  counts  made  from  curbside  at  cordon  points.    There  have  been  changes  in 
routes  and  resultant  ridership  shifts  since  the  counts  were  made  in  1980. 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

These  load  factors,  therefore,  should  be  regarded  as  approximate;  the  data  is 
useful  primarily  as  a  quantification  of  the  impact  of  the  project  relative  to 
existing  ridership  or  capacity  which  shows  that  the  project  would  cause  an 
increase  in  the  load  factor  of  0.01.    The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  is  in 
the  process  of  revising  its  guidelines  to  allow  for  assessment  of  Muni  impacts 
by  a  more  general,  flexible  method  which  will  not  rely  only  on  an  absolute 
comparison  of  ridership  with  capacity  on  a  line-by-line  basis. 

The  ridership  data  on  individual  lines,  though  approximate,  may  be  used  to 
estimate  the  total  ridership  on  lines  passing  within  a  walking-distance  radius 
of  the  site.    A  comparison  of  Muni  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project 
with  this  total  allows  an  estimation  of  the  probable  impact  on  lines  in  the 
area.    For  example,  the  0.9%  increase  in  Muni  patronage  directly  associated 
with  the  project,  referred  to  in  the  first  paragraph  on  page  82  of  the   EIR  as 
amended,  would  mean  about  0.6  additional  persons  on  each  fully  loaded  bus 
during  the  peak-hour.    A  0.9%  increase  in  Muni  ridership  is  approximately 
equivalent  to  an  increase  of  0.01  in  the  load  factor  of  each  of  the  lines. 

Table  9  on  page  81  of  the  DEIR  pertains  to  person-trips  on  transit  and 
accounts  for  the  additional  growth  in  peak-hour  transit  capacity  which  would 
be  necessary  to  meet  the  demand  created  by  limitations  on  automobile  use 
downtown.    The  modal-shift  assumptions  used  as  the  basis  of  Table  9  are 
similar  to  those  in  the  1981-86  Muni  5-year  plan,  as  discussed  in  Appendix 
A-1,  page  139.    The  last  paragraph  on  page  81  of  the  DEIR  is  changed  to 
reflect  route  changes  as  follows:    "The  38  Muni  lines  with  stops  within  2,000 
feet  of  the  site  are  expected  to  carry  about  30,000  outbound  p.m.  peak-hour 
trips  in  1984.  .  .  .   The  increase  would  be  about  1.4%." 

Photographs  of  typical  crowded  peak-hour  conditions  are  shown  in  Figure  25  A. 
They  were  selected  from  more  than  100  photographs  taken  on  various  Muni  routes 
at  heavy  load  points  selected  with  advice  from  the  Muni  Planning  Division, 
during  the  morning  and  afternoon  peak-hours. 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Traffic,  Level  of  Service 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "[Referring  to]  page  89,  the  congestion  table:    I  again 
would  say  that  level  F  may  not  be  bad  enough.    There's  no  way  to  show,  once 
you  reach  level  F,  then,  how  much  worse  it's  going  to  get.    It  seems  to  me 
that  once  something  reaches  F  level,  then  we  need  to  know  more  detail,  not 
just  the  word  F,  .  .  .  but  how  long  a  wait  will  take  place  ...  .    How  much 
longer  will  people  be  sitting  in  line? 

"And  then  if  they're  sitting  in  line  with  their  motor  running  for  a  couple  of 
minutes,  or  five  or  seven  minutes,  it  ties  in  with  that  pollution  measure  of 
.  .  .  what  we  are  really  creating  downtown." 

RESPONSE 

The  Levels  of  Service  classification  system  shown  in  Table  A-5,  page  144,  does 
not  describe  a  condition  worse  than  "F",  which  is  a  "jammed"  condition.  As 
used  in  this  report  in  the  description  of  the  impact  of  projected  traffic 
volumes  at  intersections,  service  level  "F"  refers  to  a  condition  in  which  the 
demand  for  travel  through  an  intersection  exceeds  its  capacity.   The  potential 
result  is  long  lines  of  vehicles,  growing  throughout  the  peak  hour.  The 
severity  of  the  problem  is  illustrated  by  the  extent  to  which  the  numbers  in 
Table  10  on  page  89  of  the  DEIR  exceed  1.00.    However,  drivers  have 
alternatives  to  the  tolerance  of  prolonged  delays,  such  as  the  selection  of 
alternative  routes  or  modes  of  travel.    For  example,  Folsom  Street  could  be 
used  to  avoid  the  left-turn  lane  in  the  eastbound  approach  of  Mission  Street 
to  Main  Street.    The  extent  to  which  delays  would  occur  is  therefore  not 
easily  quantifiable.    Note  also  that  Table  10  lists  only  the  worst  condition, 
generally,  for  vehicle  turning  movements  impeded  by  pedestrian  traffic  in 

crosswalks.    Through  traffic  would  typically  proceed  under  much  better 
conditions. 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Infrastructure  Construction  and  Coordination 
COMf€NT 

Sue  Hestor:    "This  EIR  at  least  dealt  with  the  problem  ...  of  the  incredible 
activity  that  is  going  on  not  only  on  that  block  but  in  the  area  around  them. 
I  think  what's  in  there  is  helpful.    I  would  have  liked  a  better  expansion.  I 
can't  walk  across  Main  Street  for  most  of  the  day,  because  the  street  is  torn 
up  right  down  the  middle  when  you're  coming  off  the  freeway  ramp  .  .  .  The 
street  is  all  torn  up.    There's  an  enormous  amount  of  sewer  construction  and 
something  else.  .  .  .    Every  block  within  ...  a  two-block  radius  of  the 
perimeter  of  that  site  is  torn  up  right  now.    It's  either  torn  up  with 
construction  gangs  in  the  middle  of  the  street,  or  they  have  taken  off  the  top 
level  of  the  concrete  as  they  have  on  the  block  next  to  the  post  office. 

"[The]  level  of  impact  of  all  of  that  construction  going  on  in  an  area  doesn't 
come  through  in  this  EIR.  .  .  .    You  look  at  traffic  impacts  with  the  people 
coming  on  through  at  rush  hour  when  the  building  is  open;  you  look  at  the 
number  of  trucks  and  how  many  times  they  back  in  and  out  of  the  site 
delivering  goods,  and  that's  not  in  the  EIR. 

"What  isn't  in  the  EIR  is  the  absolute  disruption  of  the  area,  because  there 
are  eight  or  nine  construction  projects  within  a  three-block  radius,  including 
101  California,  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  Building,  all  of  this  stuff  that's 
going  on  on  this  block,  and  an  awful  lot  of  conversions  of  space  that  is  going 
on  around  there. 

"I  don't  know  if  it  is  a  long-term  sewer  construction  program  that  would  have 
happened  absolutely  independently  of  all  of  this  construction.  .  .  .  Putting 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  additional  square  feet  per  building  and  multiplying 
that  by  six  or  eight  times  in  a  very  small  area  is  going  to  put  some 
additional  demands  on  water  capacity,  which  means  that  they  will  have  to  tear 
up  the  streets  for  water  mains.    On  sewer  capacity,  at  least  they  have  to  do 
the  connections,  as  well  as  on  PG&E,  PT&T  and  all  of  the  other  utilities.  And 
I'm  missing  some  other  utilities,  because  there  are  even  steam  lines 
downtown.    The  net  result  is  a  mess." 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Commissioner  Klein:    "I  always  had  this  feeling  that  somebody  should 
coordinate  who  digs  where  and  when.    And  I've  noticed  with  the  building 
downtown  that  that's  becoming  a  problem  with  us. 

"I  don't  know  that  the  various  construction  projects  in  the  streets  are  being 
coordinated,  but  I  would  certainly  encourage  this  department  and  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  to  at  least  communicate  with  each  other  about  these 
projects,  [so]  that  there  is  some  minimization  of  the  disruption,  so  that 
things  aren't  dug  up  a  second  and  third  time  to  get  at  what  could  have  been 
gotten  at  before.  ...    I  think  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to  see  that 
the  disruption  is  at  least  coordinated." 

RESPONSE 

The  major  disruption  to  streets  referred  to  was  caused  by  major  sewer 
reconstruction  on  Spear,  Main,  Beale  and  Mission  Streets,  which  was 
independent  of  recent  highrise  development.    Most  of  this  work  is  nearing 
completion  and  is  expected  to  be  completed  before  project  construction 
commences . 

Within  the  project  block,  construction  has  been  completed. on  150  Spear  Street 
except  for  interior  finishing.    It  is  possible  that  construction  on  the 
101  Mission,  Spear-Main,  Mission-Main,  and  the  135  Main  Street  projects  would 
occur  concurrently  or  in  overlapping  periods  and  that  it  may  begin  before  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  Pacific  Gateway  projects  are  completed.  Construction 
loading  for  the  latter  projects  is  done  on-site  and  sewer  and  water 
connections  for  them  are  underway  or  completed. 

Coordination  of  surface  traffic  and  pedestrian  circulation  is  a  responsibility 
of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering.    Use  of 
sidewalk  and  street  areas  under  consideration  is  described  in  the  DEIR  on 
pages  82-89.    Expansion  of  the  six- inch  water  main  under  Main  Street  described 
in  the  Initial  Study  on  page  161,  will  not  be  necessary,  according  to  later 
information  from  the  Fire  Department  (Craig  Corson,  Flack  &  Kurtz,  telephone 
communication,  February  23,1982).    Steam  lines  do  not  serve  the  project  area. 
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The  San  Francisco  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and  Other 
Projects  (CULCOP)  was  established  in  1973  and  has  representatives  from  each 
public  and  private  agency  responsible  for  underground  utilities  in  public 
rights-of-way  in  San  Francisco.    Chaired  by  Joseph  Corollo  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Works,  the  committee  meets  regularly  to  coordinate  underground 
maintenance  and  reconstruction  work  with  surface  street  reconstruction  and 
building  construction  projects.   CULCOP  is  on  the  distribution  list  for  all 
San  Francisco  EIRs. 

Circulation  During  Construction 

COM^€NT 

Sue  He s tor:    "...  it  is  very  difficult  for  the  Muni  to  get  around;  it  is 
very  difficult  for  automobiles  to  get  around.    And  this  particular 
intersection  [Mission  and  Main]  is  where  the  freeway  ends.    It  comes  down  at 
Main  Street  there.    It  is  a  bit  of  a  scary  mess  there  at  that  intersection. 

"Additionally,  on  this  site,  I  think  you've  stuck  your  toe  in  the  water  on 
other  problems  ...  in  terms  of  pedestrian  hazards  to  be  pouring  people  south 
of  Mission,  where  that  freeway  off  ramp  comes  in. 

"If  I  walk  down  Main  Street,  as  I  do  every  day  going  across  Mission  Street, 
and  I'm  on  the  west  side  of  the  street,  if  I  want  to  get  to  the  west  side  of 
Main,  I  have  to  make  a  U,  and  human  nature  is  you  don't.    I  mean  you  want  to 
get  across  the  street,  and  there's  construction  in  the  middle  of  the 
intersection  anyway.    I  think  that  that  kind  of  impact  isn't  coming  through  in 
these  EIRs.    And  it's  a  real  impact. 

"It's  especially  an  impact  when  you  start  losing  all  of  the  traffic  lanes  on 
all  of  the  block  surrounding  it.    Federal  Reserve  Bank  has  a  lane  of  traffic 
between  Mission  and  Market  right  now.    When  all  of  these  projects  happen  at 
the  same  time  on  this  one  block,  [Assessor's  Block]  3717  .  .  .  there's  not 
going  to  be  anywhere  to  get  around  that  block,  because  the  whole  thing  is 
going  to  be  one  massive  project. 
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"Do  you  have  anything  to  work  out  schedules,  to  work  out  procedures  so  that 
there  is  at  least  a  traffic  lane  and  that  there  is  a  safe  pedestrian  lane  on 
this  block  between  those  projects?    I  don't  see  it  in  the  environmental  impact 
report.    It  is  certainly  a  safety  consideration;  I  think  it  is  a  traffic 
consideration;  I  think  it's  a  transit  consideration;  I  think  it's  a  human 
consideration  that  should  be  given  to  the  people  in  the  area. 

"There  are  a  lot  of  people  that  go  to  the  post  office.  ...    It  is  the  one 
place  in  that  part  of  downtown,  other  than  perhaps  the  Hyatt  Regency,  that  has 
activity  practically  24  hours  a  day.    I  know  it  has  a  lot  of  activity  up  to 
11  o'clock  at  night.  .  .  .    The  post  office  puts  certain  kinds  of  demands  on 
the  street  simply  because  of  the  kinds  of  traffic  that  goes  there  .  .  .  apart 
from  the  trucks  that  deliver  mail  there  .  .  .  with  the  streets  as  torn  up 
around  there  and  with  the  problems  of  construction  around  there,  I  think  you 
have  some  post  office  problems.  ...    I  would  like  the  post  office  to  say 
that  there  is  really  a  problem  or  there  isn't  a  problem. 

"I  think  the  Muni  is  going  to  have  some  problems  when  all  of  this  happens. 
Because  right  now  they  hit  those  plates  and  they  go  off  the  trolley 
wires.  .  .  .    Where  you  have  electric  buses  .  .  .  they  lose  their  wires  if  the 
streets  are  torn  up  a  lot." 

RESPONSE 

Construction  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  (north  of  Mission  Street  between  Main 
and  Spear  Streets)  and  the  Pacific  Gateway  building  (south  of  Mission  Street 
between  Main  and  Beale  Streets)  is  well  underway.    Exterior  construction  on 
150  Spear  Street  has  been  completed.    As  part  of  the  Pacific  Gateway  project, 
a  new  crosswalk  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  across  Main  Street  will  be 
constructed  with  new  signal ization  conforming  with  approved  design 
specifications  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works.    A  crosswalk  across  Mission 
Street  on  the  west  side  of  Main  Street  will  also  be  established.    These  were 
taken  into  account  in  the  pedestrian  flow  analysis  and  are  noted  in  Figures 
27,  28,  and  29  on  pages  84  and  85. 
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The  following  three  paragraphs  are  inserted  on  page  79  of  the  EIR: 

"The  construction  periods  of  the  building  at  101  Mission  Street  (100  Spear 
Street),  and  the  Spear-Main  Building,  both  approved  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  and  the  Mission-Main  Building,  under  formal  review  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  and  the  proposed  project  at  135  Main  Street 
may  overlap,  depending  upon  the  actions  of  the  Planning  Commission  and  the 
responses  of  developers  and  contractors. 

"The  construction  of  the  latter  three  buildings,  on  Main  Street,  would 
interfere  little  with  vehicular  traffic  or  transit  traffic  there;  traffic 
is  light  on  Main  Street,  and  there  are  three  traffic  lanes.    Blockage  of 
the  curb  lane  and,  if  necessary,  one  traffic  lane  would  not  cause  delays 
sufficient  to  change  the  Level  of  Service  at  adjacent  intersections.  (See 
also  the  last  paragraph  on  page  95  of  the  DEIR.)    However,  the  Main  Street 
east  sidewalk  now  carries  about  1,000  pedestrians  per  hour  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour.    In  the  event  of  simultaneous  construction  activity  at  all 
three  sites,  the  best  means  of  separating  pedestrians  from  the 
construction  activity  may  be  to  temporarily  close  the  east  sidewalk 
between  Howard  and  Mission  Streets.   The  west  sidewalk  will  be  connected 
with  the  Mission  Street  sidewalks  west  of  Main  Street  and  the  inbound 
freeway  ramp  after  completion  of  the  Pacific  Gateway  building,  and  could 
then  carry  the  pedestrian  traffic.    The  Spear  Street  sidewalk  could  also 
carry  some  of  the  traffic  from  the  closed  east  sidewalk  of  Main  Street, 
but  pedestrians  might  then  encounter  construction  activities  at  the  101 
Mission  Street  site. 

"For  minimal  disruption  of  Muni  operations  and  other  vehicular  traffic  on 
Mission  Street,  the  vehicular  access  points  to  the  101  Mission  and 
Mission-Main  construction  sites  would  be  from  Spear  and  Main  Streets.  A 
continuous  covered  sidewalk  could  then  be  constructed  the  length  of  the 
Mission  Street  block,  if  construction  periods  of  these  two  buildings  were 
to  overlap.    The  farside  stop  for  eastbound  Muni  vehicles  on  Mission 
Street  at  Main  Street  may  have  to  be  temporarily  suspended;  the  nearest 
stop  is  350  feet  east  at  Spear  Street.    Regulation  of  the  provision  of 
temporary  sidewalks  and  of  sidewalk  closures  during  construction  is  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works,  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering.". 
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The  impacts  of  construction  activity  are  temporary,  and  are  in  the  main 
confined  to  a  period  of  about  one  year  for  buildings  of  this  type  and  size. 

The  Rincon  Post  Office  experienced  some  traffic  disruption  during  the  sewer 
construction  on  adjacent  streets.    It  is  expected  that  most  post  office 
activities  will  be  moved  from  this  location  to  new  larger  facilities  under 
construction  as  a  part  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service  new  facilities  program,  at  a 
larger  site  at  India  Basin,  before  the  end  of  1982.  (Isaiah  Nelson, 
Activation   Coordinator,  U.  S.  Postal  Service,  telephone  communication, 
February  9,  1982.) 

It  is  often  necessary  for  trolley  buses  to  reduce  their  speed  when  crossing 
metal  plates  placed  over  construction  openings  on  a  street  to  avoid  having  the 
sudden  change  in  roadway  elevation  cause  dewirement.    Such  plates,  if  required 
for  the  project,  would  be  on  Main  Street  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  six 
weeks.    Only  one  trolley  bus  route,  the  No.  41,  would  be  affected. 

Cpmmun  i  t y  Ser v  i  ce  s 

Child  Care 

COM^€NTS 

Kay  Pachtner:    "Consumer  Action  thoroughly  supports  the  Children's  Council's 
request  for  the  environmental  impact  report  to  include  the  needs  of  mitigation 
for  child  care  that  occurs  as  a  result  of  the  building  of  these  structures.  I 
call  your  attention  to  the  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Rosenblatt: 

'As  a  well  established  child  care  referral  and  provider  technical 
assistance  service,  the  Children's  Council  has  documented  the  already 
critical  shortage  of  licensed  child  care  facilities  for  working  parents 
residing  in  the  city  and  surrounding  communities:    For  example: 

'In  1980,  we  received  requests  for  child  care  for  over  3500  infants  under 
two  years  of  age  while  there  were  only  an  estimated  1300  licensed  child 
care  spaces  in  day  care  homes  and  centers  for  this  group. 
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•The  number  of  children  5-9  years  old  in  San  Francisco  will  increase  by 
almost  one-third  to  39,500  by  1990,  yet  the  current  supply  of  before-  and 
after-school  child  care  programs  in  licensed  centers  accommodates  less 
than  27  00  children.    Over  60%  of  the  school  age  children  already  have 
mothers  in  the  labor  force. 

'Our  parent  follow-up  surveys  document  that  one-third  cannot  find  suitable 
arrangements  for  their  children. 

'In  the  face  of  this  overwhelming  demand  for  child  care  services  in  San 
Francisco,  last  year  the  city  experienced  a  net  gain  of  only  one  new  child 
care  center,  with  a  negligible  gain  in  total  capacity.'" 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "In  light  of  the  comments  about  the  child  care 
need  ...  I  would  like  it  on  the  record  that  I  think  it's  important.  .  .in 
the  environmental  impact  reports,  to  start  looking  at  the  composition  of  the 
work  force  who  may  be  requiring  child  care  .  .  .  [and]  finding  out  what  the 
demand  is.  .  .  .    The  only  group  in  town  I  know  who  have  dealt  with  it  were 
U.C.  Med  Center,  and  I  don't  know  anything  different  about  downtown.  Downtown 
is  liable  to  be  much  more  important  in  solving  the  problem  of  child  care  in 
this  city  now  that  the  public  school  system  can't  do  it  anymore.   They  don't 
have  the  money,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  if  there's  a  need,  it  ought  to  be 
discovered  soon  in  the  EIR.  .  .  . 

"I'm  not  really  speaking  to  this  particular  building  for  a  survey,  but  I  think 
our  department  should  start  looking  at  the  seriousness  of  the  problem  and 
whose  responsibility  it  may  be  to  work  on. 

Sue  He s tor;    "If  they  [environmental  consultants]  will  check  the  school 
district  budget,  they  will  find  an  item  for  child  care  services,  and  it  is  one 
of  the  things  in  the  EIR,  so  that  we  would  not  expect  a  response  that  it's 
irrevelant  and  it  doesn't  have  to  be  answered  in  the  comments  and  responses 
from  the  consultants." 
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RESPONSE 

There  is  a  critical  shortage  of  licensed  child  care  facilities  in  San 
Francisco  as  discussed  below.    However,  the  proportion  of  workers  generated  by 
new  development  who  would  require  such  services  and  thus  place  an  increased 
demand  on  these  services  cannot  be  reliably  estimated. 

There  are  two  basic  types  of  licensed  child  care  in  San  Francisco:    family  day 
care  (small  groups  in  private  homes),  and  child  care  centers.    There  are 
approximately  376  licensed  family  day  care  homes  with  an  enrollment  capacity 
of  1,950  children.    There  are  1,950  children  served  at  any  one  time  but  the 
total  number  served  is  greater,  as  some  demand  is  for  part-time  care  at 
varying  times  or  particular  days.    The  majority  of  children  in  family  day  care 
are  less  than  three  years  old. 

Child  care  centers  include  both  private  and  state-subsidized  facilities. 
There  presently  are  about  200  licensed  child  care  centers  in  San  Francisco 
with  a  total  service  enrollment  of  approximately  12,000  children.  These 
children  range  in  age  from  infant  and  preschool  to  14  years  and  are  served  by 
a  combination  of  private  and  subsidized  care.    Private  child  care  centers 
(non-profit  and  profit)  have  a  capacity  of  approximately  4,600  children. 
Subsidized  child  care  centers  have  a  capacity  of  approximately  7,200 
children.    The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  is  part  of  this 
subsidized  category  and  has  a  capacity  for  approximately  3,500  children.  The 
School  District  facilities  are  primarily  for  low-income  families  residing  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  cost  paid  for  the  service  is  determined  according  to 
family  income  levels.    Child  care  centers  presently  have  only  285  infant 
spaces. 

The  demand  for  child  care  services  exceeds  the  supply,  resulting  in  an 
undetermined  number  of  unlicensed  child  care  spaces  in  private  homes. 
Infants,  in  particular,  are  usually  provided  for  in  private  unregulated  care 
centers.    In  1980  there  were  requests  to  the  San  Francisco  Childcare 
Switchboard  for  infant  care  services  for  approximately  3,600  children,  1,440 
of  whom  were  less  than  seven  months  old.    Approximately  one-third  of  all 
parents  seeking  child  care  do  not  find  any  services.    Of  the  remaining 
two-thirds  who  do  find  care,  many  are  not  satisfied  with  the  services  or  must 
use  unregulated  care. /I/ 
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Due  to  a  San  Francisco  backlog  in  the  licensing  of  child  care  facilities  and  a 
lack  of  funding,  the  supply  of  child  care  services  in  San  Francisco  has 
remained  relatively  constant  while  the  demand  has  been  increasing  because  of 
new  parents  or  parents  re-entering  the  labor  force.    Recently,  an  increase  in 
requests  for  child  care  services  has  been  coming  from  Downtown  employees. 
While  most  parents  still  want  neighborhood-based  child  care  centers,  an 
estimated  25%  would  prefer  centers  near  or  at  work. 

The  demand  for  child  care  is  not  addressed  or  regulated  by  the  City  Planning 
Code  except  for  a  delineation  of  use  districts  in  which  child  care  facilities 
are  permitted. 

NOTE: 

/I/  Merle  Lawrence,  Children's  Council  of  San  Francisco,  October  1981,  written 
report. 

Resident- Serving  Commercial  Facilities 
COM^€NTS 

Commissioner  Bierman:    "My  last  question  [pertains  to]  page  128:    in  the 
middle  of  the  page  ...  it  says  the  nearest  food  market  is  in  the  Golden 
Gateway,  seven  blocks  from  the  site;  [the]  nearest  prescription  pharmacy  [is] 
on  Market  Street.    No  residence-serving  corranercial  facilities  are  known  to  be 
proposed  closer  to  the  site. 

"I  think  that  last  sentence  could  be  in  error.  ...    I  would  presume  that 
there  are  commercial  facilities  planned  for  [the  Rincon  project].    Also,  YBC 
isn't  quite  as  far  away  as  the  Golden  Gateway  is.    There  are  going  to  be  all 
kinds  of  commercial  things  there.    I  don't  know  whether  commercial  things  are 
planned  for  the  project  on  Market  Street  that's  going  to  include  housing,  but 
I  think  that  attention  should  be  given  to  that." 
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RESPONSE 

The  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  and  Verba  Buena  Center  redevelopment  areas  have 
designated  commercial  areas  but  no  rood  market  or  pharmacy  is  known  to  be 
specifically  proposed  at  this  time.    At  meetings  on  the  Verba  Buena  Center 
EIR,  residents  in  the  area  near  Fourth  Street  have  noted  the  lack  of  a 
supermarket  as  a  major  disadvantage  of  living  in  the  area,  although  the  more 
recent  opening  of  a  co-op  market  at  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  has  alleviated 
the  need.    This  is  more  than  4000  feet  from  the  project  site.    The  food  market 
referred  to  in  the  Golden  Gateway  is  scheduled  to  convert  to  a  higher  priced 
"gourmet"  market  in  April  1982.    The  project  at  388  Market  Street,  which  would 
include  some  housing,  would  contain  retail  space  but  tenants  have  not  been 
identified.    The  prescription  pharmacy  on  the  site,  which  is  referred  to  in 
the  EIR,  would  be  displaced  during  construction.  However,  other  pharmacies 
currently  exist  at  One  Market  Plaza  and  at  Mission  and  Beale  Streets,  each  two 
blocks  from  the  project  site. 

Water  Consumption 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Ke 1 leher:    "I  would  like  to  see  some  type  of  a  breakdown  in  the 
increase  of  water  consumption  of  the  buildings  that  are  considered  in  their 
studies,  the  cumulative  increase  in  water  from  what's  now  existing." 

RESPONSE 

The  average  monthly  water  consumption  in  Block  3717  in  1981  was  1,346,400 
gallons.    The  new  projects  planned  in  the  block  are  expected  to  increase 
consumption  to  about  4,2  00,000  gallons  per  month  in  the  block. 
Air  Qual i ty 

Number  of  Drivers 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hester:    "One  of  the  things  I  would  like  to  see  in  this  environmental 
impact  report  and  the  others  is  what's  the  absolute  minimum  number  of  people 
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that  will  drive  their  car  no  matter  what,  because  that  really  doesn't  come 
through  in  the  environmental  impact  report. 

".  .  .    If  there  is  an  absolute  number  of  people  that  are  going  to  drive  no 
matter  how  cheap  the  fare  is,  no  matter  how  much  the  gas  prices  are,  no  matter 
how  high  .  .  .  the  amounts  they  have  to  pay  for  parking  are  .  .  .  you  have  to 
cop  to  those  cars  as  having  an  effect  on  air  pollution.    And  you  need  to  know 
the  number  of  vehicle  miles  that  are  traveled  by  those  autos  on  a  cumulative 
basis  to  judge  the  effects.  ..." 

RESPONSE 

The  number  of  people  who  will  drive  "no  matter  what"  is  not  reliably 
quantifiable.    People  using  their  cars  are  influenced  by  a  number  of  factors 
including  congestion  of  streets,  gasoline  prices,  and  availability  of 
parking.    Increased  costs  of  gasoline  and  parking,  lack  of  parking,  and 
congested  streets  are  all  factors  which  would  tend  to  discourage  people  from 
driving  to  Downtown.    The  traffic  volumes  generated  in  the  Transportation 
Section  of  the  DEIR  (pages  79-81  and  87-88)  represent  a  worst-case  situation 
because,  as  stated  on  page  79  of  the  DEIR,  a  number  of  factors  could  be 
"expected  to  tend  to  shift  travel  from  automobiles  to  transit."   Therefore  the 
air  quality  analysis  of  curbside  carbon  monoxide,  using  these  traffic  volumes. 
Table  14,  page  102,  is  actually  a  worst-case  analysis  of  the  situation  and 
includes  all  motorists  who  would  drive  regardless  of  what  conditions  evolved. 
Should  gas  and  parking  prices  increase  and  streets  become  more  congested, 
actual  traffic  volumes  would  likely  be  less  than  those  presented  in  the 
Transportation  Section.    It  is  unlikely  that  a  greater  number  of  people  would 
drive  to  work  with  the  costs  of  gas  and  parking  increasing. 

Methodology 

COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:    "With  respect  to  the  air  quality  section  here,  there's  more  to 
air  quality  than  measurement  at  intersections.    There  is  regional  air  quality 
impact,  and  we  have  to  take  responsibility  in  San  Francisco  for  the  air 
pollution  in  the  East  Bay  and  the  South  Bay,  because  we  generate  a  lot  of  the 
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traffic  from  the  automobiles  that  puts  out  auto  emissions  that  go  into  the 
air.    Because  we  have  nice  breezes,  they  push  them  over  to  the  hills,  and  the 
water  acts  as  an  attraction,  and  it  follows  the  bay." 

RESPONSE 

A  regional  air  quality  analysis  was  done  according  to  BAAQMD  guidelines  and 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.    The  results  of  this  analysis  are  shown  in 
Table  14,  page  102,  of  the  EIR.    Project  related  emissions  would  be  negligible 
in  relation  to  regional  totals. 

BAAQMD  Measurement  Locations 

COMMENTS 

Commi s s i oner  B i erman:    "It  seems  to  me  that  going  by  measurements  at  939  Ellis 
and  at  900  -  23rd  Street,  I'm  not  sure,  what  900  -  23rd  Street  is,  but  it's 
those  two  sites  where  they  measure  air  quality.    I  think  we're  going  to  have 
to  ask  for  air  quality  to  be  measured  downtown  at  the  sites.    Do  they  do  that?" 

Commissioner  Bierman;    "I  think  the  department  from  now  on  really  needs  to  be 
asking  for  data,  .  .  .  particularly  at  an  intersection  that's  a  D  or  an  F 
condition.  .  .  .    When  I  was  in  the  traffic  the  other  day,  it  wasn't  Main 
Street,  but  it  was  down  there,  and  on  a  Friday,  and  the  cars  were  backed  up, 
[and]  had  to  wait  quite  awhile;  I  can't  believe  that  that  condition  is  similar 
to  the  other  two  places." 

RESPONSE 

In  the  past,  ambient  air  monitoring  stations  were  set  up  on  the  basis  of  some 
a  priori  judgments  of  air  quality  problems  and  on  the  availability  of  space 
and  labor ./I/  The  BAAQMD  has  made  the  decision  to  locate  the  San  Francisco 
monitoring  station  at  900  23rd  Street,  between  the  Southern  Freeway  (1-280) 
and  Third  Street,  because  this  location  is  considered  representative  of  air 
quality  problems  in  San  Francisco.  Location  of  another  air  monitoring  station 
in  San  Francisco  would  require  action  by  BAAQMD. 
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Sampling  measurements  of  air  quality  on  a  site-specific  basis  would  be  costly 
and  non-representative.    A  single  sample  would  be  unrepresentative  because  air 
quality  is  influenced  by  many  factors  including  wind  patterns,  sources,  day  of 
week,  seasons,  and  micro-climates.    Carbon  monoxide  is  heavily  influenced  by 
low-level  radiation  inversions,  which  cause  strong  daily  and  seasonal  cyclic 
variations.    Yearly  samples  would  be  required  to  develop  a  representative 
indication  of  site-specific  air  quality.    This  would  be  unjustifiably 
expensive.    In  general,  air  quality  in  San  Francisco  is  not  expected  to  be  a 
problem. /I/    Violations  of  the  one-hour  standard  have  not  occurred  in  the  past 
decade  and  are  not  predicted  for  curbside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  using  EPA 
methodology  for  worst-case  dispersion.    Carbon  monoxide  is  vehicular-related; 
9056  of  CO  is  emitted  from  vehicular  sources.    Vehicles  are  the  primary 
pollutant  source  in  the  Downtown.    Curbside  CO  would  be  the  only  pollutant 
possibly  in  a  higher  concentration  in  the  Downtown  area  than  at  the  monitoring 
station.    The  one-hour  federal  standard  was  never  approached  in  the  Bay  Area 
in  1980.    The  eight-hour  federal  standard  was  exceeded  in  only  two  locations, 
downtown  San  Jose  and  Vallejo  (near  Interstate  80).    The  two  locations, 
therefore,  would  be  the  only  potential  "hot  spots"  for  CO  in  the  Bay  Area. 

NOTE  -  Air  Quality 

/I/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  1979,  Bay  Area  Air 
Qual ity  PI  an. 

Geology,  Seismology,  and  Hydrology 

Seismology 
COMNENTS 

John  Elberling:    "[The  DEIR  should  include  a  discussion  of  the]  anticipated 
lifetime  of  [the]  project  structure  compared  to  [the]  probability  of  a  major 
seismic  event  during  that  lifetime;  [the]  anticipated  damage  to  exterior 
cladding/glazing  of  [the]  project  [in  the  event  of  an  earthquake];  [and  the] 
impact  to  public  safety  of  such  failures." 
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RESPONSE 

While  the  proposed  building  has  no  specific  design  life,  it  may  be  assumed 
that  the  building  would  have  a  useful  life  of  at  least  100  years.    Based  on 
recurrence  projections,  which  reflect  past  seismic  activity  and  do  not 
represent  predictions,  the  range  of  major  earthquakes  (Richter  magnitude) 
considered  most  likely  to  occur  within  100  years  would  be  as  follows:  San 
Andreas  fault,  a  7.5  to  8.25  event;  Hayward  fault,  a  6.5  to  7.25  event;  and, 
Calaveras  fault,  a  6  to  7  event. /I/    Earthquakes  of  less  magnitude  will  most 
certainly  occur  during  this  time  period;  greater  earthquakes  are  considered 
possible,  but  unlikely. 

The  proposed  structure  would  have  a  ductile  structural  steel  moment  resisting 
frame,  which  type  of  structure  has  an  excellent  performance  record  in 
earthquakes.   There  are  no  known  failures  of  this  type  of  structure  even  as  a 
result  of  large  earthquakes. /2/    The  structure  would  be  designed  and 
constructed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code. 
Under  the  Building  Code,  structures  must  be  designed  to  resist,  without 
failure,  the  motions  induced  by  a  major/3/  earthquake.    The  Code  contains 
specific  requirements  for  materials,  welding,  and  bolting,  to  ensure  that  a 
building  would  not  collapse  under  vertical  and  horizontal  motions.  The 
proposed  building  would  replace  two  structures  on  the  site  which  would  have  a 
greater  likelihood  of  collapse  in  a  major  earthquake. 

The  chief  source  of  injury  within  the  proposed  building  during  an  earthquake 
would  result  from  the  fall  of  unattached  objects  and  tenant  improvements  such 
as  bookcases,  panel  walls,  light  fixtures,  hung  ceiling  panels.    Some  glass 
panels  might  collapse  inward,  and  injure  people  near  the  windows.    Fires  could 
be  ignited  within  the  building  by  an  earthquake.    It  is  possible  that  the  Fire 
Department  would  not  be  able  to  respond  to  such  a  fire  immediately  and  the 
sprinkler  system  might  be  inoperable  if  damage  to  the  pipes  or  loss  of 
pressure  were  to  occur  during  the  earthquake. 

The  cladding  and  window  frames  would  be  bolted  and  welded  to  the  structure 
from  the  inside.    These  would  also  be  fireproofed.    Because  of  the  bolting 
from  the  inside  of  the  structure  the  exposure  to  weathering  and  corrosion 
would  be  minimized.    Assuming  a  100- year  useful  life  of  the  building,  the 
amount  of  corrosion  of  the  bolts  in  that  time  period  would  be  expected  to  be 

166 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


insignif leant. /2/    Some  weakening  of  the  bolts  would  be  expected  to  occur  as  a 
result  of  earthquake- induced  motions,  especially  if  some  bolts  are  not 
correctly  put  in. 

The  spandrels  of  the  structure  would  be  of  pre-stressed  concrete.    Concrete  is 
a  durable  material  in  the  climatic  conditions  of  coastal  California.  Concrete 
is  chiefly  weakened  by  physical  weathering  (cracking)  under  freeze-thaw 
conditions  and  by  solution  of  the  lime  mortar  or  calcareous  aggregate. 
Physical  weathering  would  be  expected  to  be  minimal  in  San  Francisco  because 
of  the  infrequent  occurrence  of  frost.    (A  great  number  of  freeze-thaw  cycles 
are  needed  to  affect  the  concrete.)    In  addition,  new  techniques  in  concrete 
manufacture  can  compensate  for  exposure  to  freeze-thaw,  so  that  concrete 
highrise  construction  is  now  common  in  cold  climates,  such  as  in  Chicago. 

Solution  weathering  is  an  extremely  slow  process  which  would  require  fairly 
continuous  wetting  of  the  panel  or  contact  with  acid  and/or  salt.  San 
Francisco's  semi-arid  climate  probably  would  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
significant  solution  of  the  cement  matrix  because  of  contact  with  rain  or 
fog.    Contact  with  acid  or  salts  in  sufficient  concentrations  to  damage 
concrete  would  be  unlikely  above  ground;  concrete  can  be  treated  with  various 
protective  chemicals  to  prevent  such  solution  from  occurring. /4/    In  sum,  the 
concrete  panels  are  likely  to  be  durable  materials  which  would  remain  intact 
for  the  entire  useful  life  of  the  building. 

There  are  no  requirements  in  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  specifying  the 
seismic  response  of  window  glass.    The  glazing,  panels  and  exterior  walls,  as 
well  as  their  connections  are  considered  to  be  part  of,  or  an  attachment  to, 
the  structure's  exterior  wall  and  are  required  to  resist  lateral  loads, 
primarily  related  to  wind  shear  but  also  to  a  major  earthquake  of  seven  or 
greater  magnitude,  as  specified  in  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
(Sections  2314. A,  2314. D,  and  2314. K). 

Under  seismically  induced  or  wind-induced  building  motions  some  weakening  of 
the  bolts  to  the  concrete  panels  could  occur.    The  hazard  would  be  greatest 
for  a  major  earthquake  of  ten  seconds  or  more  which  would  induce  building 
sway.    Given  sufficient  swaying  motion,  some  panels  could  be  damaged  causing 
chunks  of  concrete  to  fall  to  the  street.    The  swaying  could  also  cause  some 
glass  panels  to  break  loose  and  fall  whole  or  in  pieces.    The  falling  debris 

167 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


would  create  a  hazard  to  pedestrians  and  motorists  on  the  sidewalks  and 
streets  and  could  cause  injuries  and  death.    Whole  panels  create  an  additional 
hazard  beyond  the  immediate  building  site  because  they  tend  to  "float"  while 
falling,  that  is,  glide  horizontally  from  side  to  side  like  a  falling  leaf. 
Some  panels  might  float  away  from  the  building  for  many  tens  of  feet  depending 
on  wind  conditions,  and  the  size,  shape  and  weight  of  the  glass.  Shatter 
glass  will  be  used  for  some  panels  in  the  buildings  as  required  by  the 
Building  Code  for  fire  safety.    Tempered  glass  would  be  used  for  most  window 
panels.    Shatter  glass  breaks  into  small  fragments;  tempered  glass  breaks  into 
shards  of  varying  size  including  some  large  fragments  with  sharp  edges. 


NOTES  -  Geology,  Seismology,  and  Hydrology 

/I/  Woodward-Clyde  Consultants,  1976,  Basic  Geotechnical  Data  Report  for  the 
Proposed  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  Expansion,  San  Francisco, 
California,  prepared  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of 
Public  Works.    Earthquake  recurrence  estimates  vary.    The  return  periods  for 
the  postulated  earthquakes  of  magnitudes  sufficiently  large  to  produce  damage 
(magnitudes  of  6.0,  7.0  and  8.3)  are  17,  32  and  170  years  (National  Oceanic 
and  Atmospheric  Administration,  1972,  A  Study  of  Earthquake  Losses  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area,  Data  and  Analysis).    In  an  independent  study  using  slip 
rates  on  the  San  Andreas  fault,  Wallace  predicted  return  periods  of  5,  15  and 
102  years  for  magnitude  6.0,  7,0  and  8.0  events  (R.E.  Wallace,  1970, 
"Earthquake  Recurrence  Intervals  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault,"  Geological  Society 
of  America,  Bulletin  81:2875-289  0). 

HI  Stephen  Johnson,  Engineer,  Johnston  Rutigliamo  Engineers,  telephone 
conversation  of  February  12,  1982.    Since  1960,  new  buildings  in  California 
have  been  constructed  according  to  the  Code.    The  exact  number  of  such 
buildings  is  not  known;  there  are  probably  hundreds  of  such  structures.  There 
are  no  known  failures  of  structures  of  this  type  or  distresses  created  in 
those  structures  by  earthquakes . 

The  San  Fernando  earthquake  of  Feb.  9,  1971  (Richter  magnitude  6.4  -  a  large 
but  not  "major"  earthquake)  provided  the  most  recent  data  on  structural 
behavior  of  buildings  of  this  type  of  construction.    None  of  the  buildings 
with  this  type  of  construction,  including  20-  to  50-story  highrise  buildings, 
suffered  major  structural  damage,  and  ground  accelerations  were  estimated  at 
10-15%.    There  have  been  no  major  earthquakes  in  California  since  the  present 
Code  was  established.    The  Code  is  based  on  the  seismic  lateral  force  design 
recommendations  of  the  Structural  Engineers  Association  of  California.  The 
recommendations  are  based  on  empirical  and  analytical  procedures  adopted 
following  years  of  research  on  seismic  design  of  structures. 

/3/  An  earthquake  of  a  Richter  magnitude  greater  than  7.0  (Section  2314. D  of 
the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  specifies  design  requirements  to  resist 
lateral  forces  determined  according  to  a  formula  which  translates  the  power  of 
a  major  earthquake  into  a  horizontal  force  (K)  factor. 

/4/  See  Portland  Cement  Association,  December  1968,  Effect  of  Various 
Substances  on  Concrete  and  Protective  Treatments,  Where  Required.  (IS001.02T) 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Transportation 

Transit  Payments 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "It  is  possible  to  have  a  .  .  .  requirement  that  they  [the 
developers]  pay,  rather  than  a  'If  litigation  is  found  for  the  city,  and  the 
city's  ordinance  is  sustained,  they  have  to  pay.'    That  approach  is 
weak-kneed,  and  you  have  much  more  power  than  that,  and  you  should  ask  for  the 
developer  to  make  an  absolute  commitment,  dollars  on  the  barrelhead  for  the 
Muni.    Because  the  Muni  is  going  to  be  tied  up  in  the  courts  for  a  long  time; 
these  developers  have  a  lot  at  stake,  and  they  will  sue  forever,  and  the  Muni 
may  not  have  the  money  for  a  very  long  time." 

RESPONSE 

The  DEIR  contains  no  mitigation  measure  concerning  special  project  payments 
for  Muni.    Reference  is  made  on  page  76  of  the  DEIR  to  the  current  status  of 
the  payment  of  a  one-time  fee  of  up  to  $5,00  per  gross  square  foot  upon 
construction  of  new  office  space  in  the  Downtown  area.    Such  a  measure  was 
adopted  in  April  1981  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  is  currently  in 
litigation. 

On  February  1,  1982  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  by  resolution  a  measure 
declaring  its  intent  to  form  a  Core  Area  Transit  Maintenance  District, 
determining  that  a  portion  of  public  transit  is  provided  Downtown  in  lieu  of 
public  parking  places,  and  to  assess  real  property  within  the  area  an  annual 
payment  for  transit  maintenance  based  on  gross  floor  area.    After  public 
hearings,  such  a  measure  may  be  adopted.    The  project  is  within  the  proposed 
district  and  would  be  subject  to  the  legal  assessment  provisions  finally 
adopted. 

The  project  sponsor  has  not  participated  in  litigation  pertaining  to  transit 
assessments. 
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Transit  Use 
COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:  "I  want  to  see  something  more  than  Fast  Passes  and  van  pools  and 
flex  time,  because  I  don't  think  they  mitigate  very  much  at  all." 

RESPONSE 

A  transportation  management  program  developed  by  a  transportation  broker  (see 
page  117  of  the  EIR)  would  be  expected  to  use  these  devices  as  well  as  other 
measures  to  encourage  the  use  of  transit  in  accordance  with  City  policies. 

Geology,  Seismology,  and  Hjfdrology 

Seismic  Hazards 

COMICNT 

John  Elberling:    "Under  the  mitigation  section,  those  exterior 
cladding/glazing  materials  found  to  have  less  probability. to  present  a  seismic 
hazard  in  the  event  of  .  .  .  failure  should  be  identified  and  possible  project 
use  evaluated." 

RESPONSE 

In  general  lighter  materials  such  as  metal  panels,  have  a  greater  likelihood 
of  staying  on  a  building  than  heavier  materials.    Tempered  glass,  which  has  a 
high  rigidity  given  by  the  heat  used  in  its  fabrication,  has  the  best 
probability  of  staying  in  the  glazing  pockets,  i.e.,  the  slots  where  the  glass 
fits  in  window  frames. 

The  following  measures  are  added  to  the  mitigation  listed  on  page  121: 

Hung  ceilings  and  hanging  light  fixtures,  if  used,  would  be  firmly 
attached  to  the  structure. 
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Tenants  would  be  encouraged  to  firmly  attach  bookcases  and  interior  panels 
to  the  walls. 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the 
project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the 
City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  emergency  plan  and 
to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and 
implemented  by  building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  of  final  occupancy  permits. 

The  covered  courtyard  at  the  front  of  the  proposed  building  would  provide 
shelter  from  falling  objects  for  pedestrians  on  the  sidewalk  in  the  event 
of  an  earthquake. 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "I  want  an  alternative  that's  a  maximum  energy  efficient  design. 
I  think  that  we  need  to  start  asking  for  more  than  state  standards  or  slightly 
exceed  state  standards.    I  think  we  ought  to  ask  for  state  of  the  art,  and  why 
can't  we  get  state  of  the  art  in  terms  of  energy  efficiency." 

RESPONSE 

The  project  is  "state-of-the-art,"  incorporating  induction-box  recirculation 
of  lighting  heat,  an  economizer  cycle  on  air  conditioning,  dimmer  control  to 
take  advantage  of  daylighting,  and  other  design  features.    The  project  would 
use  25%  less  electricity  than  that  which  was  projected  for  12  recent  highrise 
structures,  one-sixth  as  much  natural  gas  as  that  which  was  projected  for  11 
recently  proposed  highrise  structures,  and  would  exceed  Title  24  standards  by 
ten  percent.   Title  24  was  assumed  to  be  "state-of-the-art"  when  adopted  in 
February,  1980. 

Energy-efficient  design  for  highrise  structures  is  a  field  different  from 
design  for  lowrise  structures  and  is  still  in  its  infancy.    Experts  disagree 
on  what  is  feasible,  and  new  innovations  are  constantly  being  made. 
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TYPOGRAPHIC  ERROR 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Kelleher:    "151,  see  pages  19  and  20.    I  think  it's  probably  a 
typo  there.    Says  151,  and  it's  probably  161." 

RESPONSE 

Pages  148  to  170  are  the  Initial  Study  which  was  published  on  August  7,  1981 
as  a  separate  document.    The  reference  to  pages  19  and  20  on  page  151  is  from 
the  original  Initial  Study  document.    Since  it  is  republished  now  as  a  part  of 
the  EIR,  with  pages  numbered  consecutively,  the  reference  is  changed  to  pages 
216  and  217. 
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STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 
Historical  and  Cultural  Resources 

The  following  paragraphs  are  inserted  on  page  28  of  the  EIR: 

The  building  at  115  Main  Street  was  reviewed  in  1979  by  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  which  initiated  its  designation  as  a  landmark 
under  the  provisions  of  Article  X  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  The 
Landmarks  Board  case  report  on  the  Main  Street  Planing  Mill  included  this 
Statement  of  Significance: 

"This  brick  structure  is  an  excellent  example  of  a  turn  of  the 
century  utilitarian  building  type  with  a  facade  which  suggests  its 
interior  light  industrial  use.    The  building  restates  its  pre-fire 
character  through  its  fenestration  and  door  arrangement  which 
features  second  level  sliding  double  doors  and  a  trolly  beam  used  for 
hoisting  large  loads  into  the  second  floor.    Though  this  feature 
derives  from  hay  barns,  it  undoubtedly  also  relates  directly  to  the 
planing  mill  function  for  which  it  was  built.    The  location  of  a 
planing  mill  on  this  block  dates  from  the  1890's»  though  this 
building  dates  only  from  1906.    Like  many  postfire  buildings,  this 
one  is  virtually  undecorated,  responding  perhaps  to  the  immediacy  of 
the  moment;  housing  a  vital  construction  industry  necessary  for  the 
reconstruction  of  a  fire-ravaged  city." 

The  recommendation  of  the  Landmarks  Board  was  scheduled  for  consideration 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in  September  1979  but  was  withdrawn.  No 
further  action  was  taken. 

Project  Description 

Figure  4,  on  page  11,  has  been  updated  to  show  modifications  made  in  the 
southside  loading  dock  and  access  to  building  elevators.    The  text  in  the 
second  paragraph  on  page  12  has  been  modified  to  accurately  describe  the 
revisions.    Figures  5,  9,  and  10  (pages  13,  18,  and  19)  have  also  been  updated. 


174 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Housing  Mitigation 

The  mitigation  measure  on  page  116  has  been  changed  to  read:    "It  has  been 
determined  that  231  housing  units  would  be  required  under  current  formulas  for 
office  buildings.   Arrangements  are  being  made  by  the  project  sponsor  to 
provide  for  231  dwelling  units  or  equivalent  credits  under  Office/Housing 
Production  Program  (OHPP)  formulas  used  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development. 

No- Par k i ng  A 1  tern at i ve 


Alternative  G  has  been  added  to  page  131  of  the  EIR,  as  follows: 

This  alternative  would  provide  no  parking  on  the  lower  level  of  the 
proposed  building.   There  would  be  no  space  for  handicapped  drivers  but 
the  ramp  area  could  be  used  as  an  off-street  loading  dock  in  lieu  of  the 
van  loading  area  in  the  lower  level.    If  the  ramp  were  retained,  the 
basement  area  would  be  used  for  delivery  vans,  van  storage  for  van  pools, 
and  bicycles. 

This  alternative  would  reduce  the  number  of  vehicle-trips  attracted  to  the 
site  by  up  to  175  per  day,  diverting  most  of  the  trips  to  transit  or 
walking  from  more  distant  parking  locations,  and  reducing  vehicular 
interference  with  pedestrians  on  the  sidewalk.    Effects  on  air  quality 
would  be  a  decrease  in  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  of  less  than  0,1 
parts  per  million. 


Change  in  Project  Sponsorship 

Changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  on  pages  1  and  9  reflecting  the  change  in 
sponsorhip  from  the  Daon  Corporation  to  Norland  Properties  of  San  Francisco. 
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XI.    CERTIFICATION  RESOLUTION 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION  NO.  9356 


VJIIEREAS,     A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  December  1981,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  v/ith  EE81.61: 

135  Main  Office  Building;  Construction  18,906.25  square  foot  lot  a  22- 
story,  340-foot  hi-C^  office  building  with    264,000  square-feet  of  floor 
area,  ground  floor  retail  space  and  subsurface  parking  for  22  cars  after 
demolition  of  two  brick  commercial  structures;  requiring  discretionary 
review,  on  the  property  described  as  follovzs:     135  Main  Street,   Lotc  12 
and  13  in  Assessor's  Block  3717. 

UllEPvEAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft 
report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice 
and  requested  comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the 
general  public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

VJIIEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hear- 
ing on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  January  21,  1982,  at  which 
opportunity  v/as  given  for  public  participation  and  comments;  and 

\niEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  March  1982,  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report, 
any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  addi- 
tional information  that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that 
raised  significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  re- 
quired by  lav;;  and 

!.'I1EREAS,  On  March  25,   1982,   the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environmen- 
tal impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  proce- 
dures through  which  it  x^as  prepared,  publicized  and  reviexjed  comply  X7ith  the 
provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the 
Secretary  for  Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

TIIEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  March,  1982  concerning 
EE81.61:   135  Main  Office  Building  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  does 
hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 
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CITY  PLANNING  COIIMISSION 


Resolution  No.  9356 
Page  Ti70 


AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifyino;  the  comple- 
tion of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment.     Tlie  project  would  create  a  demand  for 
about  230  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco.     The  project,  together  with  other 
projects  proposed  or  under  construction  in  the  downtown  area  or  on  the  same 
block  would  reduce  traffic  levels  of  service  at  nearby  intersections  and  add 
more  pedestrians  to  the  east-west  crosswalks  on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street 
than  it  could  accommodate.     Such  cumulative  effect  on  the  Muni  Transit  System 
would  be  to  increase  peak  hour  ridership  by  20%. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  neeting  of  March  25,  1982. 


Lee  Uoods,  Jr. 
Secretary 


AYES: 


Commissioners  Karasick,  Kelleher,  Klein,  Rosenblatt,  Salazar 


NOES: 


Commissioner  Bierman. 


ABSENT: 


Commissioner  Nakashima 


PASSED: 


March  25,  1982 
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APPENDIX  A.  TRANSPORTATION 


Appendix  A-1:    Travel  Demand  by  Mode 

The  basic  approach  taken  in  the  analysis  of  travel  mode  was  to  assign  each 
person  trip  to  a  viable  mode  of  transportation,  including  trips  not  related  to 
the  studied  developments  but  affected  by  them  through  competition  for  parking, 
freeway  access,  etc.    For  example,  it  would  not  be  acceptable  under  this 
approach  to  simply  find  that  there  would  be  a  demand  for  long-term  parking  not 
met  by  the  supply;  that  would  leave  trips  "dangling"  on  a  non-viable  mode. 
Even  though  most  would-be  parkers  from  the  studied  developments  could  be 
expected  to  win  parking  spaces  through  competition,  that  would  leave  others 
displaced  from  parking  without  a  viable  transportation  mode. 

Such  trips  (as  displaced  from  parking)  were  therefore  assigned  principally  to 
transit.    The  exact  assumptions  for  this  assignment  (in  Table  9,  page  81)  were 
derived  directly  from  the  information  on  travel  to  and  from  the  central 
business  district  contained  in  Tables  2-2,  2-3,  2-6,  2-7,  and  2-9  of  the 
current  Muni  5-Year  Plan  (1981-86).    In  that  plan,  a  shift  of  travel  toward 
Muni  (+2.3%)  and  other  carriers  from  automobiles  (-5.0%  change  in  mode  split) 
is  assumed  during  a  period  of  11,000,000  square  feet  of  growth  of  office  space 
downtown.    That  these  somewhat  modest  changes  in  the  mode  splits  can  result  in 
the  large  differences  seen  in  a  comparison  of  Tables  8  and  9,  pages  80  and  81, 
is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  new  mode  splits  must  be  applied  (by  definition  of 
a  mode  split)  to  the  total  number  of  central  business  district  trips, 
generated  by  existing  office  space  of  roughly  70,000,000  square  feet,  as  well 
as  to  the  new  square  footage. 

Although  the  percentage  of  trips  made  by  automobile  would  decrease,  the  total 
number  of  trips  (on  all  modes)  would  increase,  and  a  net  increase  of  travel  by 
automobile  of  about  1%  per  year  is  thus  allowed  for  in  the  Muni  plan. 

There  is  another  method  similar  to  the  above,  whereby  Table  9,  page  81,  may  be 
obtained  from  Table  8,  page  80,  alone.    It  may  simply  be  assumed  that  trips 
from  new  developments  are  made  by  automobile  as  shown  in  Table  8,  page  80,  but 
that  others  in  the  City  are  displaced  from  automobiles  to  transit  on  a 
one-to-one  basis.    There  would  therefore  be  no  net  effect  of  a  new  development 
on  automobile  use.    The  total  effect  on  transit  use  would  be  given  partly  by 
Table  8,  page  80,  but  with  the  addition  of  old  trips  reassigned  to  transit 
after  displacement  by  new  automobile  trips.    This  latter  method  was  adopted  in 
a  first  draft  of  this  report.    It  is  notable  that  the  transit  trips  in  the 
first  version  of  Table  9,  page  81,  thus  obtained  differed  from  those  in  the 
present  version  by  only  a  few  percentage  points. 
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Appendix  A-2:    Method  Used  in  Analysis  of  Pedestrian  Traffic 

Future  pedestrian  flows  along  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  were  projected  using 
trip  generation  rates  and  modal  splits  used  by  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review.    A  destination  was  established  for  each  travel  mode,  and  pedestrians 
were  assigned  to  routes  from  each  building  to  these  destinations.  Volumes 
were  balanced  equally  between  both  sides  of  a  street  and  parallel  crosswalks. 

For  the  impacts  section  of  this  report,  the  existing  crosswalk  volumes  at  the 
Mission-Main  intersection  were  reassigned  to  the  proposed  new  crosswalk  design 
shown  in  Figure  28,  page  85.    Implicit  in  the  analysis  of  the  south  crosswalk 
at  this  intersection  was  the  assumption  that  the  raised  dividers  separating 
off-ramp  through-traffic  from  Main  Street  traffic  and  left-turning  traffic 
would  serve  as  "safety  islands"  for  pedestrians  who  could  not  cross  the  entire 
street  on  one  signal  indication.    (Most  pedestrians  would  be  in  this  category 
during  peak  hours.) 

The  demand  on  sidewalk  capacity  was  given  as  the  ratio  of  the  actual  flow  rate 
to  the  maximum  flow  rate,  18  pedestrians  per  foot  of  effective  sidewalk  width 
per  minute  (pfm),  reported  by  Pushkarev  and  Zupan./l/    Crosswalk  capacity  was 
estimated  from  this  maximum  flow  rate,  with  the  added  assumption  that  the 
interval  available  for  pedestrians  to  step  off  the  curb  is  limited  to  the 
signal  green  time  minus  the  crosswalk  crossing  time.    The  latter  interval  was 
estimated  from  a  walking  speed  of  4  feet  per  second.    Reservoir  capacity  was 
calculated  at  5  square  feet  per  person. 


NOTE  -  Appendix  A-2 

/I/  Pushkarev,  Boris  and  Jeffrey  M.  Zupan,  1975,  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians, 
Cambridge,  MA,  MIT  Press. 
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TABLE  A-3:    PEDESTRIAN  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


Flow  Regime 
Open 

Unimpeded 
Impeded 

Constrained 
Crowded 
Congested 
Jammed* 


Walking  Speed 
Choice 


Free  Selection 
Some  Selection 
Some  Selection 

Some  Restriction 
Restricted 
All  Reduced 
Shuffle  Only 


Conflicts 

None 
Minor 

High  Indirect 
Interaction 

Multiple 

High  Probability 

Frequent 

Unavoidable 


Flow  Rate 
Average' 

0.5 

0.5-2 

2-6 

6-10 
10-14 
14-188 
(greater  than  18) 


*For  jammed  conditions,  the  flow  rate  shown  is  a  projected  flow  rate;  the 
actual  flow  rate  would  be  less  as  sidewalk  capacity  is  limited  to  about  18 
pedestrians  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute  (18  P/F/M). 

SOURCE:  Pushkarev,  Boris  and  Jeffry  M.  Zupan,  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians, 
Cambridge,  MA,  MIT  Press,  1975. 
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Appendix  A-4:    Method  Used  in  Intersection  Vehicular  Capacity  Analysis 

Operating  conditions  at  intersections  were  assessed  by  estimating  the 
percentage  of  green  time  which  would  be  required  to  allow  conflicting 
(critical)  vehicular  and  pedestrian  movements  to  be  made.    For  signalized 
intersections,  the  existing  split  of  green  time  between  phases  was  assumed  in 
a  separate  study  of  each  phase.    For  left  turns  through  a  crosswalk, 
pedestrians  were  treated  as  the  sole  impediment  to  the  turn  if  the  percentage 
of  green  time  required  by  them  to  cross  was  greater  than  that  required  for 
vehicular  through  traffic  opposing  the  left  turns.    This  approach  was  judged 
particularly  appropriate  for  analytical  study  of  the  Mission-Main 
intersection.    Pedestrian-vehicular  conflicts  there  have  a  limiting  effect  on 
vehicular  operating  conditions  during  peak  hours.    An  analysis  based  on  an 
implicit  assumption  that  the  allocation  of  green  time  between  signal  phases 
could  be  arbitrarily  adjusted  to  optimize  traffic  conditions  would  not  have 
been  appropriate.    The  signalized  intersections  are  part  of  the  interconnected 
south-of-Market  signal  system,  so  that  adjustments  cannot  be  made  at  one 
intersection  without  potentially  adverse  effects  at  others.    Also,  pedestrians 
in  crosswalks  require  a  green  signal  indication  long  enough  to  allow  for  a 
safe  crossing.    Specific  assumptions  were: 

At  signalized  intersections  lane  capacity  is  1,800  vehicles  per  hour  for 
through  movements  and  1,2  00  for  turning  movements.    At  4-way 
stop-sign-controlled  intersections,  all  lane  capacities  were  assumed  to  be 
1,200  vehicles  per  hour.    Buses  were  assumed  to  have  twice  the  effect  on 
capacity  as  automobiles.    (Buses  are  about  10?J  of  the  total  peak-hour 
traffic  on  Mission  Street.) 

Lane  assignments  of  through  movements  on  multiple-lane  approaches  were 
chosen  to  balance  the  total  percentage  of  green  time  required  for  all  the 
improvements  from  each  lane,  or  to  assume  exclusive  use  of  a  lane  for 
turning  movements  which  required  more  green  time  than  adjacent  through 
movements. 

Pedestrians  were  assumed  to  proceed  at  a  maximum  rate  of  18  persons  per 
foot  of  crosswalk  width  per  minute.    The  green  time  required  for  their 
crossing  included  a  clearance  interval,  analogous  to  a  flashing  "don't 
walk"  pedestrian  signal  indication,  of  3  seconds  per  lane  (4  feet  per 
second)  of  the  crossed  roadway. 

Vehicular  service  levels  were  determined  from  the  percentage  of  green  time 
required:  greater  than  100%,  F;  90-100?^,  E;  80-90%,  D;  70-80%,  C;  60-70%, 
B;  less  than  60%,  A.    These  are  described  in  Table  A-5.,  page  190 

For  estimation  of  future  traffic  conditions,  the  base  traffic  (existing)  was 
increased  by  a  downtown  growth  factor  of  1.0%  to  give  the  1983  or  1984  level, 
and  the  new  traffic  generated  by  the  project  or  other  development  added./ 1/ 
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Also  added  were  the  proportion  of  time  required  to  accommodate  additional 
pedestrian  flows,  which  affected  turning  movements  as  described  above. 

Notes  -  Appendix  A-4 

/I/  This  is  the  rate  reconmended  by  the  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering, 
Department  of  Public  Works,  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Supplement,  ADEIR,  San 
Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  and  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency, 
February  1981.    It  also  has  been  shown,  by  the  consultant  (ESA),  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Muni  5- Year  Plan  (1981-86),  which  allows  for  a  1%  annual 
growth  of  travel  by  automobile  from  the  central  business  district. 
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TABLE  A-5:    VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


Level  of 

Service  Description  

A        At  level  of  service  A,  there  are  no  loaded  cycles  (i.e.,  the  load 

factor*  is  0.0)  and  few  are  even  close  to  loaded.    No  approach  phase 
is  fully  utilized  by  traffic  and  no  vehicle  waits  longer  than  one  red 
indication. 

B        Level  of  Service  B  represents  stable  operation,  with  a  load  factor  of 
not  over  0.1;  an  occasional  approach  phase  is  fully  utilized  and  a 
substantial  number  are  approaching  full  use. 

C        In  level  of  service  C  stable  operation  continues.    Loading  is  still 
intermittent,  but  more  frequent  with  the  load  factor  ranging  from  0.1 
to  0.3.    Occasionally  drivers  may  have  to  wait  through  more  than  one 
red  signal  indication. 

D        Level  of  Service  D  encompasses  a  zone  of  increasing  restriction 
approaching  instability  in  the  limit  when  the  load  factor  reaches 
0.70.    Delays  to  approaching  vehicles  may  be  substantial  during  short 
peaks  within  the  peak  period,  but  enough  cycles  with  lower  demand 
occur  to  permit  periodic  clearance  of  developing  queues,  thus 
preventing  excessive  back-ups. 

E        Capacity  occurs  at  level  of  service  E .    It  represents  the  most 

vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  approach  can  acommodate. 
Although  theoretically  a  load  factor  of  1.0  would  represent  capacity, 
in  practice  full  utilization  of  every  cycle  is  seldom  attained,  no 
matter  how  great  the  demand,  unless  the  street  is  highly 
friction-free.    A  load  factor  range  of  0.7  to  1.0  is  more  realistic. 
At  capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of 
the  intersection  and  delays  may  be  great  (up  to  several  signal 
cycles). 

F        Level  of  Service  F  represents  jammed  conditions. 


*The  load  factor  is  the  fraction  of  signal  cycles  which  are  concluded  without 
clearance  of  the  intersection  approach. 

SOURCE:    Highway  Research,  Board,  1965,  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special  Report 
87,  as  edited  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
Office  of  Environmental  Review. 
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APPENDIX  B.    GEOLOGY,  SEISMICITY.  AND  HYDROLOGY 


TABLE  B-1:    TYPES  AND  DEPTHS  OF  SEDIMENTS  UNDERLYING  THE  PROJECT  SITE 


Approximate  Elevation 

Below  S.F.  Datum  Geologic  Material 

0  -    18  feet  (+  1  foot)*   Fill:    loose  to  medium  dense  sand  and  silty 

sand,  with  wood,  rubble  and  building  debris 
scattered  throughout. 

18  -   61  feet  (+  1  foot)     Bay  mud:    low  strength,  highly  compressible 

silty  clay,  containing  shells,  organic 
matter,  and  irregular  lenses  of  clean,  fine 
sand. 

61  -  101  feet  (+  3  feet)     Dense  to  very  dense  sands  or  sandy, 

interbedded  with  layers  of  silts  and  clays. 
Sands  of  moderate  to  high  strength:  silts 
and  clays  are  of  moderate  strength.  (Posey 
Formation) 

101  -  166  feet  (+  12  feet)    Old  Bay  silts  and  clays:    stiff  sandy  clays 

with  occasional  sand  lenses,  shells,  and 
organic  matter.    (San  Antonio  Formation) 

below  166  feet      Bedrock.    (Franciscan  Formation) 

♦Variations  in  depth  at  the  bottom  of  each  layer  are  shown  in  parentheses. 

SOURCE:    Harding-Lawson  Associates,  August  5,  1981,  Soil  Investigation, 
115-135  Main  Street  Office  Building,  San  Francisco 
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APPENDIX  D:    FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY 


(Differences  between  aspects  of  the  project  description,  floor  area 
calculations  and  other  figures  presented  in  the  Initial  Study  and  those  found 
in  this  Environmental  Impact  Report  reflect  changes  and  refinements  made  in 
the  project  between  the  publication  dates  of  the  Final  Initial  Study, 
August  7,  1981,  and  the  Environmental  Impact  Report.) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  .oou...sT«n.s....Kasco.c™,.o 


^  (A15)  552-113A 

2 


OD^ONvxisvso  NOTICE  THAT  AN 

ENVIROIJI'IENTAL  IIIPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:      August  7,  1981 


Lead  Agency:    City  and  Coxmty  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 
100  Larkln  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA.  9A102 

Agency  Contact  Person:    Paul  Resetter  Tel:    (415)  552-113A 


Project  Title:   EE81.61:  115-135  flain. 

Project  Sponsor:  .Da^n^^Corgoration 

Office  Building 

Project  Contact  Person:  Stuart 


Project  Address:     135  Main  Street 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):    3717/12  &  13 
City  and  County:     San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  Construct  on  18,906.-25  square  foot  lot  a  24-story,  360-foot  high 
office  building  with*  264,500  square  feet  of  floor  area,  ground  floor  retail  space. and 
subsurface  parking  for  22  cars  after  demolition  of  two  brick  comnercial  structures; 
requiring  discretionary  review. 


THIS  PROJECT  liAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IIIPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED,    This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
ficant Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Prenare  an  EIR) ,  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental 
Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion :___Au£iiStJ7jJL^  • 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
$25.00  filing  fee. 


1  r  fsr^i 


Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY 
135  MAIN  STREET  OFFICE  BUILDING 
EE  81.61 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  a  24-story  office  building  on  Lots  12  and  13  in 
Assessor's  Block  3717  located  on  the  east  side  of  Main  Street  between  Mission 
and  Howard  Streets.    The  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  Use  District 
and  the  400-1  Height  and  Bulk  District.    The  site  is  137.5  feet  by  137.5  feet 
containing  18,906.25  square  feet. 

The  proposed  building  would  be  24  stories  or  360  feet  high  and  would  contain 
about  264,500  gross  square  feet  of  floor  area.    The  building  would  be  set  back 
12.5  feet  from  the  southern  property  line  in  order  to  provide  an  airspace 
between  it  and  the  19-story  Spear-Main  Building  proposed  by  Vintage  Properties 
on  the  adjoining  parcel  which  would  also  be  set  back  from  the  property  line. 
This  plan  is  a  modification  made  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  since  publication  of  the  Draft  Initial  Study  in  April  1981  in  order 
to  contribute  12.5  feet  to  the  air  space  between  the  two  buildings  and  to 
increase  the  height  of  this  building.    The  building  would  measure  125  feet 
along  Main  Street  and  would  be  109  feet  deep. 

The  base  of  the  building  would  consist  of  a  partly  open  three-story  entrance 
courtyard,  encircled  by  tiers  of  masonry  planters  and  separated  from  Main 
Street  by  a  partial  wall.    Creeping  fig  would  partially  cover  the  sides  of  the 
planters  and  the  walls  on  the  three  enclosed  sides  of  the  courtyard  up  to  the 
top  of  the  third  story.    On  the  left  side  of  the  masonry  base  facade  a  ramp 
with  a  13  percent  slope  would  be  provided  under  the  planting  tiers  leading  to 
22  parking  spaces  in  the  basement,  including  one  stall  for  handicapped 
drivers.    Six  spaces  for  bicycles  would  also  be  provided. 

On  the  right  side  there  woulij  be  an  entrance  to  an  enclosed  loading  dock  for 
use  by  vans.    On  the  south  side  of  the  building  an  unenclosed  loading  space 
for  larger  trucks  would  connect  with  the  enclosed  loading  dock. 

The  pedestrian  entrance  would  open  to  the  lobby  which  would  have  four  pairs  of 
elevators,  retail  space,  and  a  glass-covered  garden  at  the  rear  of  the  site 
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visually  open  to  the  sky  for  a  depth  of  28.5  feet.    This  area  would  be 
incorporated  into  a  midblock  pedestrian  way  traversing  the  properties  to  the 
south  and  north  of  the  site,  which  are  now  proposed  for  new  development,  and 
would  provide  a  connecting  link.    Provision  of  a  north-south  pedestrian  way 
was  proposed  and  requested  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  second  floor,  overlooking  the  entry  garden  and  the  rear  garden,  would  be 
used  for  offices.    The  third  floor,  overlooking  the  entry  courtyard,  would 
also  be  used  for  offices.    The  fourth  and  fifth  floors  would  be  the  mechanical 
floors.    The  main  body  of  the  building  would  be  19  levels  of  office  space  with 
a  curtain  wall  of  energy-efficient  transparent  green  glass  in  front  and  in 
back  with  floor-to-ceiling  windows.    Spandrels  between  floors  on  the  Main 
Street  frontage  would  have  a  copper  strip  embedded  in  precast  concrete 
panels.    The  copper  would  develop  a  distinctive  blue-green  patina  through 
weathering.    The  rounded  mechanical  penthouse  roof  also  would  be  covered  with 
copper. 

The  building  would  have  side  windows  on  the  south  side  facing  the  proposed 
Spear-Main  Building.    The  tier  of  side  windows  nearest  Main  Street  and  nearest 
the  rear  facade  would  have  tinted  glass  to  provide  a  design  accent.    The  top 
three  office  floors  would  each  have  corner  terraces  on  the  east  side  of  the 
building  which  would  be  set  back  one  above  the  other.    This  would  form  a 
distinctive  silhouette  for  the  building  when  seen  from  the  Bay  Bridge,  the 
Bay,  or  nearby  buildings.    The  north  wall  of  the  building  would  be  one  foot 
from  the  property  line  adjoining  the  proposed  27-story,  386-feet  high, 
Mission-Main  Building.    It  would  contain  no  windows  except  next  to  the  Main 
Street  corner  where  a  five-foot  setback  would  be  matched  by  the  Main-Mission 
Building  as  proposed. 

The  project  sponsor  is  Daon  Corporation,  San  Francisco.    Project  architects 
are  Robinson  Mills  and  Williams,  San  Francisco. 

POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

Potential  environmental  issues  which  will  be  given  further  analysis  in  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  include  circulation  requirements  and  effects  on 
existing  vehicular  and  transit  systems,  traffic  generated  air  qual ity  effects. 
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energy  consumption,  construction  noise,  increased  demand  for  housing 
attributable  to  the  project,  wind  and  shadowing  effects,  and  compatibility 
with  Master  Plan  and  other  City  policies  including  urban  design. 

Potential  environmental  issues  of  the  proposed  project  that  were  determined  to 
be  insignificant,  and  therefore  will  not  be  addressed  in  subsequent 
environmental  documentation  for  the  project,  are  described  below. 

Relocation:    The  printing  firm  on  the  site  has  made  arrangements  for 
relocating  to  a  Peninsula  location.    (A  letter  from  the  owner  of  the  printing 
business  is  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review.)    The  project 
sponsor  will  provide  assistance  by  a  real  estate  broker,  if  required,  in  the 
relocation  of  the  picture  framing  business  on  the  site. 

Noise:    After  completion  the  project  would  not  increase  audible  noise  levels 
in  the  project  vicinity. 

Public  Services  and  Utilities:    The  increased  demand  for  public  services  and 
utilities  attributable  to  the  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel 
or  equipment,  except  for  the  possibility  of  a  cumulative  requirement  for  an 
increase  in  size  of  the  six-inch  diameter  water  main  serving  the  site.  See 
pages  216  and  217  for  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  need  for  increased 
public  services  and  utilities  at  the  project  site. 

Biology:  The  project  would  have  no  effect  on  plants  or  animals  as  the  site  is 
covered  almost  totally  by  buildings. 

Construction  Air  Quality:    Construction  activities  would  not  increase  the 
frequency  of  violations  of  air  quality  standards.    See  page  18  for  a  means  of 
reducing  temporary  particulate  emissions  during  construction. 

Alternatives  to  be  considered  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  include  the 
fol lowing: 

1  -    No  project 

2  -    No  project  in  San  Francisco 
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3  -  Compliance  with  "Guiding  Downtown  Development,  May  1981,"  with 

a.  All  required  housing  on-site 

b.  Some  housing  on-site 

c.  No  housing  on-site 

4  -  Compliance  with  Interim  Controls 

a.  All  required  housing  on-site,  using  bonuses 

b.  Some  housing  on-site 

5  -  Original  Design  Described  in  Draft  Initial  Study 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST 
A.    GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS: 

Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

1.  Would  the  project  conflict  with 
objectives  and  policies  in  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  (Master  Plan) 

of  the  City?    X  X 

2.  Would  the  project  require  a  variance, 
or  other  special  authorization  under 

the  City  Planning  Code?      _X  X 

3.  Would  the  project  require  approval  of 
permits  from  City  Departments  other 
than  DCP  or  BBI ,  or  from  Regional, 

State  or  Federal  Agencies.     _X  

4.  Would  the  project  conflict  with 

adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals?     _X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  certain  adopted  objectives  and  policies 
of  the  Comprehensive  Plan.    It  would  provide  office  space  and  employment  in 
the  Downtown  core  of  San  Francisco  on  a  site  that  is  close  to  local  and 
regional  transit  lines.    It  would  comply  with  pertinent  provisions  of  the  City 
Planning  Code  including  the  14:1  Floor  Area  Ratio  and  400-foot  height  limit. 
It  would  require  discretionary  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Commission's  Resolution  No.  8474,  January  17,  1980.  The 
24-story  project  would  comply  with  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the 
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Comprehensive  Plan  by  providing  a  height  transition  from  the  43-story  Spear 
Street  Tower  of  One  Market  Plaza,  the  34-story  PG&E  Building  and  the  33-story 
Pacific  Gateway  Building  north  and  northwest  of  the  site  to  the  18-story  and 
lower  buildings  located  to  the  south  and  southeast  of  the  site.    It  also  would 
provide  space  at  the  rear  of  the  site  for  a  potential  through-block  pedestrian 
way  which  would  facilitate  the  convenient  movement  of  people  by  shortening 
pedestrian  walking  distance  and  providing  an  attractive  garden  environment 
separated  from  vehicular  traffic.    All  aspects  of  the  project  relationship  to 
the  Master  Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS: 

Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

1.  Land  Use.    Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Be  different  from  surrounding  land 

uses?    X  X 

b.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established 

community?      __X  X 

The  project  would  be  similar  to  most  existing  or  proposed  surrounding  land 
uses  in  the  area  between  Market,  Steuart,  and  Beale  Streets,  and  the  elevated 
freeway  south  of  Howard  Street.    Two  office  buildings  are  located  in  the 
southern  end  of  the  block  at  Howard  and  Main  Streets  and  Howard  and  Spear 
Streets,  one  is  under  construction  at  150  Spear  Street  adjacent  to  the  rear  of 
the  site,  and  two  are  undergoing  environmental  review:    the  101  Mission  Street 
Building  (EE  79.236)  at  the  corner  of  Spear  Street,  and  the  Spear-Main 
Building  (EE  80.349)  on  the  parcel  immediately  adjacent  to  the  southern 
boundary  of  the  project  site.    Property  on  the  north  side  of  the  site  at  Main 
and  Mission  Streets  is  also  intended  for  new  office  development  by  its  owners 
who  have  initiated  the  environmental  review  process  (81.183E).    Opposite  the 
site  is  the  Main  Street  freeway  off-ramp  and  the  Pacific  Gateway  Building 
which  is  under  construction.    North  of  the  project  block  is  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank,  under  construction,  and  immediately  south  of  the  project  block 
are  three  office  buildings  of  which  two  are  on  Main  Street. 
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East  of  the  project  block  is  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office,  and  loading  area. 
The  Rincon  Point- South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan  recommends  a  mixed  office  and 
housing  use  of  this  block  when  the  postal  service  activities  are  moved  to  the 
India  Basin  Industrial  Park.    The  block  east  of  Steuart  Street  between  The 
Embarcadero,  Mission,  and  Howard  Streets       the  East  Street  Row  --  contains 
smaller  and  lower  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  three  to  nine  stories. 
Among  these  is  the  Audiffred  Building,  a  designated  City  landmark  which  is 
being  restored  after  a  fire,  and  The  Embarcadero  YMCA.    The  Northeastern 
Waterfront  Plan,  adopted  as  a  part  of  the  Master  Plan  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  by  Resolution  8481,  8596,  and  8781,  recommends  retention  of 
existing  buildings  in  the  block  and  infilling  with  buildings  of  a  similar 
scale  for  office  and  housing  use  above  ground  level  retail  uses.   The  block  is 
limited  to  a  height  of  84  feet. 

Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

2.  Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design.  Would 
the  proposed  project: 

a.  Obstruct  or  degrade  any  scenic 

view  or  vista  open  to  the  public?      _X  X 

b.  Reduce  or  obstruct  views  from 

adjacent  or  nearby  buildings?  X      X 

c.  Create  a  negative  aesthetic 

effect?      J(  X 

d.  Generate  light  or  glare 

affecting  other  properties?      _X  X 

The  building  would  not  affect  views  from  the  freeway  off-ramp  as  existing 
buildings  obstruct  distant  views.    It  would  have  a  cumulative  effect  on  views 
from  nearby  buildings.    The  building  would  relate  to  the  skyline  created  by 
the  group  of  new  buildings  recently  completed  or  proposed  on  its  block 
frontage.    The  building  would  contain  no  reflective  glass  or  high  intensity 
lighting  and  hence  would  not  create  glare  to  be  seen  from  other  properties  or 
the  freeway  off-ramp.    The  effect  of  this  building  on  the  City  skyline  will  be 
graphically  presented  in  the  EIR. 
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3.  Population/Employment/Housing.  Would 
the  proposed  project: 

a.  Alter  the  density  of  the  area 
population? 

b.  Have  a  growth-inducing  effect? 

c.  Require  relocation  of  housing  or 
businesses,  with  a  displacement  of 
people,  in  order  to  clear  the  site? 

d.  Create  or  eliminate  jobs  during 
construction  and  operation  and 

maintenance  of  the  project? 

e.  Create  an  additional  demand  for 
housing  in  San  Francisco? 


Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 


The  project  would  increase  the  number  of  daily  employees  on  the  site  from 
approximately  75  to  approximately  1060.    A  possible  growth  inducing  effect  of 
the  project  might  result  from  its  continuing  a  trend  to  locate  office 
buildings  in  the  area  south  of  Market  Street.    As  the  printing  firm  which 
occupies  135  Main  Street  was  planning  to  move  to  a  Peninsula  location  for 
reasons  of  business  convenience  independent  of  the  decision  to  initiate  the 
project,  (see  letter  dated  April  24,  1981  on  file  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review),  its  7  0  employees  would  not  be  considered  as  displaced 
by  the  project.    Three  to  five  employees  would  be  displaced  from  115  Main 
Street;  the  project  sponsor  will  provide  relocation  assistance,  if  required, 
through  its  real  estate  broker.    The  project  would  create  a  net  increase  of 
approximately  985  jobs  on  the  site.    During  construction  a  total  of  about  190 
person-years  of  employment  would  be  created,  with  an  average  of  120  workers 
employed  at  any  one  time.    The  project  is  expected  to  generate  a  demand  for 
additional  housing  units  in  San  Francisco.    This  will  be  evaluated  in 
subsequent  environmental  documentation. 


Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

4.  Transportation/Circulation.    Would  the 
construction  or  operati.on  of  the  project 
result  in: 

a.    Change  in  use  of  existing  trans- 
portation systems?  (transit, 

roadways,  pedestrian  ways,  etc.)  X      X 


b.    An  increase  in  traffic  which  is 
substantial  in  relation  to 

existing  loads  and  street  capacity?  X  X 
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Yes    Ma^^e    No    N/A  Disc. 

c.  Effects  on  existing  parking 

facilities,  or  demand  for  new  parking?     X    ^  X 

d.  Alteration  to  current  patterns  of 
circulation  or  movement  of  people 

and/or  goods?    X  X 

e.  Increase  in  traffic  hazards  to 
motor  vehicles,  bicyclists  or 

pedestrians?    X  X 

f.  A  need  for  maintenance  or  improve- 
ment or  change  in  configuration  of 

existing  public  roads  or  facilities?      _X    

g.  Construction  of  new  public  roads?      _X  

The  project  would  result  in  an  increased  use  of  existing  transportation 
systems,  both  nearby  freeways  and  local  streets,  and  the  local  Muni  and 
regional  transit  systems  which  serve  Downtown  San  Francisco.    The  project 
would  generate  a  parking  demand.    A  detailed  analysis  will  be  made  for  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  that  would  include  an  estimate  of  the  number  of 
passenger  and  freight  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project,  the  impacts  of 
such  traffic  on  nearby  streets  and  intersections,  an  estimate  of  parking  and 
loading  needs,  the  effects  of  the  project  on  pedestrian  movements  in  the 
project  vicinity,  and  the  project  impacts  and  cumulative  impacts  on  the  local 
Muni  transit  routes  and  on  regional  systems  relative  to  their  capacities. 

The  project  would  require  no  change  in  the  present  physical  pattern  of 
vehicular  circulation  nor  in  the  configuration  of  existing  public  streets.  It 
is  suggested  by  the  project  sponsor,  in  the  light  of  new  development  in  the 
area,  that  existing  diagonal  parking  on  Main  Street  be  transferred  from  the 
east  side  to  the  west  side  adjacent  to  the  freeway  off-ramp,  and  that  the  east 
side  of  the  street  be  used  for  parallel  parking  or,  if  necessary,  no  parking. 
An  analysis  of  possible  changes  in  the  modal  split  between  public  transit  and 
private  vehicles  will  be  made  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

5.  Noise . 

a.  Would  the  proposed  project  result  in 
generation  of  noise  levels  in  excess 
of  those  currently  existing  in  the 

area?  X  X 
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Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

b.  Would  existing  noise  levels  impact 

the  proposed  use?      _X  X 

c.  Are  Title  25  Noise  Insulation 

Standards  applicable?      _X   X 

Noise  levels  in  the  area  as  a  result  of  project  operation  would  not  be 
expected  to  exceed  currently  existing  levels.    Traffic  generated  by  the 
project  during  any  hour  of  the  day  would  cause  traffic  noise  to  increase  by 
less  than  1  dBA.    A  1  dBA  increase  in  environmental  noise  is  undetectable  by 
the  untrained  human  ear.    This  conclusion  is  based  on  projected  traffic  noise 
impacts  in  the  Five  Fremont  Center  EIR  (EE  80.268,  p.  119)  and  the  101 
California  Street  EIR  (78.27,  p.  105).    Both  of  these  buildings  are  situated 
on  streets  with  environmental  noise  levels  of  70  dBA,  the  same  level  indicated 
on  Main  Street  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan,  1974.    Five  Fremont  Center  and  101  California  Street 
contain  four  and  five  times,  respectively,  the  floor  area  of  the  proposed 
project.    In  the  other  projects  cited,  project-generated  traffic  was  found  to 
increase  environmental  noise  by  less  than  1  dBA.    The  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  would  probably  be  less.   A  22-unit  subsurface  parking  area  is  proposed 
with  access  on  Main  Street.    The  project  plan  also  includes  two  ground-level 
loading  spaces.   These  facilities  would  generate  additional  traffic,  but 
increased  noise  levels  would  be  generally  inaudible  due  to  existing  noise 
levels  on  Main  Street. 

Noise  due  to  mechancial  equipment  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  Section  2909,  "Fixed  Source  Noise  Levels"  (San  Francisco  Municipal 
Code,  Part  II,  Chapter  VIII  Section  1,  Article  29,  1972).    In  the  C-3-0 
District  the  ordinance  restricts  equipment  noise  levels  at  the  property  line 
to  70  dBA  between  7  a.m.  and  10  p.m.  and  60  dBA  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m. 
During  lulls  in  traffic,  mechancial  equipment  noise  levels  of  70  dBA  would 
tend  to  dominate  the  site  noise  environment.    If  equipment  noise  levels  were 
restricted  to  the  nighttime  limit  of  60  dBA,  they  would  not  be  audible  at  any 
time  within  the  sound-level  context  of  the  project. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan 
indicates  an  existing  day-night  average  noise  level  (Ldn)  of  70  dBA  for  Main 
Street.    For  office  use  the  guidelines  recommend  no  special  noise  control 
measures  in  an  exterior  noise  environment  up  to  an  Ldn  of  70  dBA.    As  the 
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exterior  noise  levels  at  the  site  are  estimated  to  be  70  dBA,  no  major 
analysis  of  noise  reduction  is  required  by  the  guidelines,  but  some  noise 
insulation  features  would  be  incorporated  into  the  building  design. 

The  California  Administrative  Code  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards  apply 
to  all  residential  structures.    As  the  proposed  structure  does  not  include 
housing.  Title  25  Noise  Standards  would  not  be  applicable. 

Throughout  the  20-month  construction  period,  trucks  would  be  visiting  the 
site,  initially  hauling  away  dirt  and  debris  and  then  bringing  materials. 
These  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  in  the  surrounding 
area. 

During  construction  all  powered  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  would  have 
to  meet  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requirement  of  80  dBA  at  100  feet. 
If  a  second  piece  of  equipment  is  used  concurrently  with  the  first  it  would 
add  about  3  dBA,  making  the  level  about  83  dBA  at  100  feet.    During  the  six 
weeks  of  excavation  noise  levels  would  reach  up  to  76  dBA  in  the  office 
building  now  under  construction  at  150  Spear  Street.    This  noise  level  would 
interfere  with  speech  and  concentration  and  marginally  restrict  telephone 
use.    Significant  noise  impacts  could  result  during  driving  of  foundation 
piles  of  the  building.    Noise  levels  as  high  as  88  dBA  could  be  expected  in 
the  150  Spear  Street  office  building  each  time  the  driver  strikes  the  pile. 
During  these  intermittent  noise  intrusions,  only  minimal  communication  would 
be  possible.    Shouting  would  be  required  at  two  to  three  feet  and  the  use  of 
telephones  would  be  curtailed. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  requires  "state  of  the  art"  noise  control 
devices  during  construction  on  all  projects.    However,  all  projects  exceed  the 
Noise  Ordinance  standard  of  80  dBA  at  100  feet  during  piledriving.    The  lowest 
dBA  sound  achieved  is  in  the  high  80s  at  the  100-foot  range.    Actual  noise 
emissions  are  dependent  in  part  upon  soil  characteristics  and  the  type  of 
piles.    Impact  tools  such  as  pile  drivers  are  exempted  from  the  basic  Noise 
Ordinance  standards  provided  noise  attenuation  measures  are  approved  by  the 
Director  of  Public  Works.    The  Department  also  analyzes  the  impacts  of 
piledriving  for  every  project  and  frequently  requires  staggered  hours  for 
piledriving.    The  most  frequent  requirement  in  commercial  areas  is  from  1  p.m. 
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to  9  p.m.    All  measures  imposed  by  the  Department  are  negotiable  and  are 
subject  to  revision  during  construction  should  circumstances  require  new 
action.    (Ray  McDonald,  Chief  Building  Inspector,  Bureau  of  Building 
Inspection,  Department  of  Public  Works,  July  6,  1981,  telephone  communication.) 

6.  Air  Quality/Climate.    Would  the 
proposed  project  result  in: 

a.  Violation  of  any  ambient  air  quality 
standard  or  contribution  to  an 
existing  air  quality  violation? 

b.  Exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to 
air  pollutants? 

c.  Creation  of  objectionable  odors? 

d.  Burning  of  any  materials  including 
brush,  trees,  or  construction 
materials? 


e.    Alteration  of  wind,  moisture,  or 
temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects),  or  any  change  in  climate, 
either  locally  or  regionally?    X    X 

Demolition,  grading,  and  construction  activities  would  affect  local  air 
quality  for  approximately  20  months.    Grading  and  other  construction 
activities  would  cause  a  temporary  increase  in  particulate  and  hydrocarbon 
emissions.    These  emissions  would  be  carried  by  prevailing  winds  and  probably 
would  not  cause  emissions  standards  to  be  violated.    Without  mitigation, 
construction-generated  dust  might  cause  exceedances  of  the  particulate 
standard  in  the  immediate  project  area.    Except  to  persons  with  respiratory 
problems,  large-size  construction  particulates  are  more  a  nuisance  than  a 
hazard,  and  settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from 
the  source.    This  is  in  contrast  to  gaseous  pollutants  and  to  small-size 
particulates  from  combustion.    Diesel  powered  construction  equipment  would 
emit,  in  decreasing  order  by  weight,  nitrogen  oxides,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur 
oxides,  hydrocarbons,  and  particulates.    This  would  increase  local 
concentrations  temporarily  but  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  frequency 
of  violations  of  air  quality  standards. 
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Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

X  X 

    _X  X 

    J  

X 


Project-related  traffic  would  add  to  local  and  regional  accumulations  of  CO, 
hydrocarbons,  and  nitrogen  oxides  (the  latter  two  being  precursors  of  ozone), 
particulates  and  sulfur  oxides  during  adverse  meteorological  conditions,  such 
as  inversions  (U.S.  EPA,  1977,  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors, 
AP-42).    Ozone  is  a  regional  problem,  and  CO  and  particulate  are  local 
problems  (ABAG,  BAAQMD  and  MTC,  Jan.  1979,  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area,  Environmental  Management  Plan). 

There  are  no  significant  sensitive  receptors,  such  as  hospitals,  within  a  mile 
of  the  area.    The  only  sensitive  receptors  in  the  area  would  be  individuals 
with  respiratory  problems  passing  through  the  area  or  working  in  the  vicinity. 

The  project  site  is  in  an  area  downwind  of  the  highrise  corridor  along  Market 
Street.    This  area  has  been  found  in  previous  wind  tunnel  studies  (such  as  the 
EIR  on  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  EE  78.207)  to  be  partially 
sheltered  by  these  highrises.    Additionally,  the  site  is  directly  downwind  of 
several  existing  and  proposed  highrises  near  the  Main  and  Mission  Street 
intersection.    The  site  would  be  sheltered  from  westerly  winds  by  the  Bechtel 
Building,  the  PG&E  building  and  the  Pacific  Gateway  building  now  under 
construction.    These  buildings  are  all  taller  than  the  proposed  135  Main 
Street  Building.    The  site  is  protected  from  northwesterly  winds  by  the 
Federal  Reserve  Building  now  under  construction  and  by  highrises  across  Market 
Street.    The  site,  therefore,  is  sheltered  from  winds  from  the  prevailing  west 
and  northwest  directions. 

The  project  design  is  one  that  would  normally  generate  wind  accelerations  at 
ground  level  if  the  building  were  freestanding.    The  shelter  provided  by 
existing  structures  and  future  structures  on  either  side  reduces  the  potential 
for  this  effect.    However,  the  more  or  less  continuous  facade  on  Main  Street 
which  would  result  from  the  construction  of  this  building  and  the  proposed 
buildings  on  either  side,  could  result  in  an  accelerated  wind  speed.  The 
entry-level  plaza  would  have  generally  calm  winds. 

The  cumulative  wind  effects  and  the  shadow  effects  of  the  project  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

7.  Utilities  and  Public  Services.    Would  the 
proposed  project: 

a.    Have  an  effect  upon,  or  result  in 
a  need  for  new  or  altered,  govern- 
mental services  in  any  of  the 
fol lowing? 


fire  protection      _X  X 

police  protection      _X  X 

schools      _X  X 

parks  or  other  recreational  facilities    ____  _X  X 

maintenance  of  public  facilities      _X    

power  or  natural  gas      X     X 

communications  systems      _X  X 

water    X  X 

sewer/storm  water  drainage      _X    X 

solid  waste  collection  and  disposal      X    X 


The  project  would  incorporate  more  extensive  fire  protection  measures  than 
many  existing  buildings  because  of  more  stringent  code  standards  now  in 
effect.    The  project  would  increase  the  building  area  and  the  number  of 
persons  using  the  site.    Expansion  of  the  water  main  beneath  Main  Street  from 
Mission  Street  may  be  necessary  to  provide  adequate  fire  service  waterflows 
because  the  present  six-inch  main  installed  in  1868  may  prove  to  be  inadequate 
to  serve  this  project  and  others  nearby  which  are  being  planned  or  are  under 
construction.    This  is  under  study  by  the  Fire  Department.    (Chief  Joseph 
Sullivan,  Division  of  Planning  and  Research,  letter  communication,  April  13, 
1981.)    Cost  of  the  expansion  would  be  borne  by  the  properties  directly 
benefitting.    If  needed  only  for  the  135  Main  Street  project,  the  main  would 
extend  from  Mission  Street  southward  on  Main  Street  to  the  project  site  a 
distance  about  150  feet.    One  traffic  lane  on  Main  Street  would  be  blocked 
during  construction  for  a  period  of  about  four  weeks. 

The  project  would  increase  population  on  the  site,  thus  increasing  the 
potential  for  crime.    The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Southern  Police 
District  with  coverage  from  the  Southern  Station  at  850  Bryant  Street.  The 
area  is  patrolled  24  hours  a  day  by  radio-dispatched  cars.    There  are  no  foot 
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beats  in  the  project  area.    The  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel 
or  equipment  for  the  police  department.    (Sgt.  Paul  Libert,  Planning  and 
Research  Division,  telephone  communication,  April  7,  1981.)  Appropriate 
mitigation  measures,  such  as  alarms,  adequate  lighting  at  entryways,  security 
personnel,  and  closed-circuit  camera  systems,  would  reduce  the  effects  of  the 
project  on  the  police  department. 

The  project  would  have  no  school-age  children.    No  impact  on  area  schools 
would  result  from  the  project. 

The  project  would  generate  a  demand  for  urbanized  recreational  facilities, 
such  as  plazas  and  city  parks  with  benches.    Such  facilities  are  now  available 
and  others  are  planned  on  The  Embarcadero  two  blocks  east  of  the  project.  The 
project  would  provide  an  on-site  garden  at  the  rear  of  the  site  and  an  entry 
courtyard.    If  connecting  links  are  provided  by  adjacent  property  owners,  the 
rear  garden  could  become  a  part  of  a  mid-block  walkway  and  park. 

The  project  would  have  no  direct  effect  on  the  maintenance  of  public 
f acil ities. 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  consumption  of  energy.  The 
project  would  conform  to  California  energy  standards  for  nonresidential 
buildings  (Title  24,  Cal ifornia  Administrative  Code).    The  project  would 
require  a  below-grade  transformer  which  would  be  located  in  the  basement 
area.    There  would  be  no  gas  or  electricity  supply  problems.    (Alfred  A. 
Williams,  Industrial  Power  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company, 
telephone  communication,  April  8,  1981.) 

The  project  would  result  in  increased  use  of  communication  systems.    No  supply 
or  capacity  problems  exist.    (Jack  McGovern,  Engineering  Services  Department, 
Pacific  Telephone,  telephone  communication,  April  8,  1981.) 

The  project  would  generate  a  demand  for  about  26,000  gallons  of  water  per 
day.    There  would  be  no  supply  problems.    As  mentioned  above,  the  six-inch 
main  beneath  Main  Street,  installed  in  1868,  may  need  to  be  expanded  to  eight 
inches  to  meet  fire  service  demand.    (Harlow  Swain,  Senior  District  Water 
Serviceman,  Engineering  Department,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
communication,  April  7,  1981.) 
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The  amount  of  sewage  and  storm  drainage  generated  by  the  project  would  be 
approximately  the  same  as  the  water  used,  as  described  above.    The  4-foot  by 
6-foot  combined  sewer  underneath  Main  Street  serving  the  site  would  be 
adequate  to  handle  increased  sewer  flows.    (Nathan  Lee,  Engineering 
Associate  II,  Department  of  Public  Works  Clean  Water  Program,  telephone 
communication,  April  7,  1981.) 


The  project  would  generate  a  net  increase  of  about  one  ton  per  day  of  solid 
waste.    Collection  would  not  present  a  problem  and  would  probably  occur  daily, 
as  at  present.    Disposal  effects  would  depend  on  the  eventual  selection  of  a 
disposal  method  and/or  site  for  San  Francisco's  solid  wastes.  (Fiore 
Garbarino,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone 
communication,  April  8,  1981.) 


Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

8.  Biology. 

a.    Would  there  be  a  reduction  in  plant 
and/or  animal  habitat  or  interference 
with  the  movement  of  migratory  fish 
or  wildlife  species?    X 


b.    Would  the  project  affect  the 

existence  or  habitat  of  any  rare, 
endangered  or  unique  species 

located  on  or  near  the  site?  X 


c.    Would  the  project  require  removal 

of  mature  scenic  trees?  X 


Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

9.  Land,    (topography,  soils,  geology)  Would 
the  proposed  project  result  in  or  be  subject 
to: 

a.    Potentially  hazardous  geologic  or 
soils  conditions  on  or  immediately 
adjoining  the  site?  (slides, 
subsidence,  erosion,  and 

liquefaction)  X  X 


b.  Grading?    (consider  height,  steep- 
ness and  visibility  of  proposed 
slopes;  consider  effect  of 
grading  on  trees  and  ridge  tops) 

c.  Generation  of  substantial  spoils 
during  site  preparation,  grading, 
dredging  or  f i 1 1? 
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The  project  site  is  situated  on  Bay  fill  which  has  subsided  approximately  nine 
feet  since  the  1850's  when  it  was  first  placed.    Most  of  the  expected 
settlement  has  already  taken  place.    Old  bay  clay  is  found  between  elevations 
-100  and  -200  feet  (San  Francisco  Datum)  in  the  project  vicinity  (Final  EIR, 
Federal  Reserve  Bank,  pages  49-50,  EE  78.207).    A  site-specific  analysis  would 
be  made  before  construction  plans  are  finally  developed  to  determine  the 
depths  and  design  of  piles  and  appropriate  interim  shoring  methods.  The 
entire  site  has  a  basement  level  graded  to  the  property  lines.    Deepening  the 
basement  level  by  approximately  six  feet  would  require  the  removal  of  about 
5,000  cubic  yards  of  material.    Demolition  of  the  existing  above-grade 
structures  would  result  in  the  removal  of  used  brick,  which  may  be  salvaged, 
and  concrete  from  the  site.    Such  spoils  would  be  transported  by  truck  to  a 
contractor's  yard  and  to  a  disposal  site. 


10.  Water.    Would  the  proposed  project 
result  in: 

a.  Reduction  in  the  quality  of  surface 
water? 

b.  Change  in  runoff  or  alteration 
to  drainage  patterns? 

c.  Change  in  water  use? 

d.  Change  in  quality  of  public  water 
supply  or  in  quality  or  quantity 
(dewatering)  of  ground  water? 

Water  use  would  be  approximately  26,000  gallons  per  day.  Dewatering  may  be 
required  during  construction.    This  will  be  determined  by  soils  tests. 


11.  Energy/Natural  Resources.    Would  the 
proposed  project  result  in: 

a.  Any  change  in  consumption  of  energy? 

b.  Substantial  increase  in  demand  on 
existing  energy  sources? 

c.  An  effect  on  the  potential  use, 
extraction,  conservation  or  depletion 
of  a  natural  resource? 


Yes    Maybe    No'  N/A  Disc, 


Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc, 
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There  would  be  an  increase  in  energy  consumption  on  the  site  as  a  result  of 
the  project  because  of  an  increase  in  the  total  square  footage  of  structure  to 
be  served.    As  a  detailed  building  design  has  not  yet  been  developed,  the 
extent  of  energy  consumption  and  the  types  of  conservation  measures  have  not 
been  identified. 

The  project  would  conform  to  energy  requirements  of  Title  24  of  the  California 
Administrative  Code  so  that  energy  use  per  square  foot  of  floor  area  would  be 
less  than  in  the  buildings  on  the  site  at  present.   There  would  be  an  increase 
in  fuel  consumption  related  to  travel  to  and  from  the  site. 

There  would  be  an  increase  in  peak-hour  electrical  demand  resulting  from 
elevator  use  in  addition  to  the  peak-hour  demand  characteristics  of  other  uses 
in  the  structure.    Other  aspects  of  electrical  and  natural  gas  demand 
characteristics  cannot  be  identified  until  more  specific  building  designs  are 
developed. 

No  existing  active  solar  energy  collection  installations  would  be  affected  by 
the  project  as  none  are  located  in  the  immediate  area  north  or  east  of  the 
site.    None  is  proposed  for  the  project  because  of  cost  infeasibility. 
Effects  of  shadows  from  the  project  will  be  analyzed  in  an  Environmental 
Impact  Report.    No  other  natural  energy  resources  would  be  directly  affected. 

The  project  is  not  expected  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  extraction, 
conservation,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource. 

Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 

12.  Hazards.    Would  the  proposed  project 
result  in: 

a.  Increased  risk  of  explosion  or 
release  of  hazardous  substances 
(e.g.,  oil,  pesticides,  chemicals 
or  radiation),  in  the  event  of  an 
accident,  or  cause  other  dangers 

to  public  health  and  safety?      J(  

b.  Creation  of  or  exposure  to  a 

potential  health  hazard.    j(  

c.  Possible  interference  with  an 
emergency  response  plan  or 

emergency  evacuation  plan?  X 
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13.  Cultural .    Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Include  or  affect  a  historic  site, 
structure,  or  building? 

b.  Include  or  affect  a  known 
archaeological  resource  or  an  area 
of  archaeological  resource  potential? 

c.  Cause  a  physical  change  affecting 
unique  ethnic  or  cultural  values? 


No  known  buried  ships  or  other  archaeological  resources  are  on  the  site  (Map: 
Gold  Rush  Vessels  Beached,  Scuttled  and  Broked  Up,  1963,  San  Francisco 
Maritime  Museum).    The  site  was  a  part  of  Verba  Buena  Cove  before  being  filled 
in  the  early  1850's.    It  is  possible  that  marine  relics  or  artifacts  may  be 
found  during  site  excavation.    Because  the  site  is  completely  built,  a 
subsurface  investigation  for  archaeologic  artifacts  has  not  been  performed. 
(See  page  19  for  a  mitigation  measure  to  be  applied  in  the  event  of  a  find  on 
the  site.)    The  buildings  at  115  Main  Street  and  135  Main  Street  were  not 
rated  in  the  architectural  surveys  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  by 
the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage.    They  are  not 
included  on  the  official  City  list  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically 
Significant  Buildings  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  May  29,  1980. 

C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES:  Yes    No_  Disc. 

Are  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project?  X    X 

Are  other  mitigation  measures  available?  X     

A  number  of  mitigation  measures  have  been  included  in  the  project  as  designed 
to  date.    They  are  described  below. 

INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROJECT 

1.    The  project  would  include  a  covered  3-story-high  entrance  courtyard 
open  to  Main  Street  and  a  glass-covered,  enclosed,  wind-free  rear  garden  area 
which  could  be  a  link  in  a  midblock  pedestrian  way  if  adjoining  projects 
provide  connecting  links.    Both  areas  would  be  landscaped  and  would  provide 
passive  recreational  areas  for  project  occupants  and  the  public. 


Yes    Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 


X 


X  X 
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2.  The  project  would  represent  a  transition  in  scale  between  43-,  34-, 
and  33-story  buildings  to  the  north  and  northwest  and  18-story  and  lower 
buildings  to  the  southeast,  in  compliance  with  the  height  envelope  intended  by 
the  Urban  Design  Plan  and  the  implementing  height  limits  established  by  the 
City  Planning  Code.    The  upper  floors  would  be  set  back  on  the  east  side  of 
the  building  to  provide  visual  interest  to  the  building  profile. 

3.  The    sponsor  would  work  to  assist  in  the  resolution  of  the  housing 
issue  generated  by  the  project.    (Further  discussion  will  be  provided  in 
subsequent  environmental  evaluation.) 

4.  The  project  would  provide  internal  security  measures  such  as  security 
guards,  well-lighted  entries,  and  alarm  systems,  to  minimize  the  need  for  City 
police  services. 

5.  The  project  contractor  would  be  required  by  the  contract  to  comply 
with  all  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  including  limiting 
noise  emissions  from  powered  construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of 
100  feet.    The  project  contractor  would  muffle  and  shield  intakes  and 
exhausts,  shroud  or  shield  impact  tools,  and  use  electric-powered  rather  than 
diesel-powered  construction  equipment,  as  feasible. 

6.  The  project  sponsor  and  project  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Bureau 
of  Engineering  to  determine  necessary  and  feasible  measures  to  reduce  noise 
during  the  approximate  six  week  period  that  piledriving  would  occur,  including 
predrilling  holes  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  distance  to  minimize 
piledriving  activity. 

7.  The  project  contractor  would  limit  piledriving  to  those  hours 
resulting  in  the  least  disturbance  to  neighboring  uses  in  accordance  with 
requirements  to  be  established  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

8.  During  excavation,  unpaved  demolition  and  construction  areas  would  be 
wetted  to  hold  down  dust;  if  this  were  done  at  least  twice  a  day  with  complete 
coverage,  particulate  emissions  (dust)  would  be  reduced  about  50  percent. 
Main  Street  would  be  swept  by  the  project  contractor  to  maintain  it  clear  of 
spilled  materials  and  dust  and  to  minimize  the  hazard  of  siltation  in  the 
storm  drain  system  serving  the  site. 
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9.    The  general  contractor  would  maintain  and  operate  construction 
equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions. 

10.  The  general  contractor  would  use  water-based  or  latex  paints  on  all 
interior  drywalls  painted,  rather  than  oil-based  paints  which  emit 
hydrocarbons  while  drying.    This  would  reduce  hydrocarbons  from  drying  paint 
by  about  60  percent. 

11.  The  project  would  incorporate  low-flow  faucet  and  toilet  fixtures  to 
reduce  water  consumption  and  wastewater. 

12.  The  building  would  be  equipped  with  a  trash  compactor  to  reduce  the 
volume  of  solid  waste  requiring  storage  and  transport. 

13.  Wherever  possible,  office  suites  would  be  equipped  with 
individualized  light  switches,  and  fluorescent  lights  to  conserve  electric 
energy. 

14.  The  heating,  ventilating  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  system  would  be 
equipped  with  a  time-clock  system  and  an  economizer  cycle  to  use  outside  air 
for  cooling,  as  feasible. 

15.  Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  of  significance  be 
found  during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified.  The 
project  sponsor  would  select  an  archaeologist  to  help  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  determined  the  significance  of  the  find  and  whether 
feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures,  could  be 
implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts.    The  Environmental  Review 
Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  and 
recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 
Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural 
resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection, 
recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 
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16.    A  detailed  foundation  and  structural  design  study  would  be  conducted 
for  the  building  by  a  licensed  structural  engineer  and  a  geotechnical 
consultant.    The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  these 
studies  during  the  final  design  and  construction  of  the  project. 

D.  ALTERNATIVES: 


Were  other  alternatives  considered: 


Other  building  configurations  were  considered  before  the  proposed  plan  and 
design  were  designated  for  the  project.    A  building  extending  the  full 
137.5-foot  width  of  the  site  was  considered  and  was  described  as  the  project 
in  the  Draft  Initial  Study.    At  the  request  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
this  design  was  replaced  by  the  project  as  described  herein,  with  a  12.5-foot 
sideyard  to  harmonize  with  the  increased  side  setback  requested  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  for  the  proposed  project  just  south  of  the 
project.    Greater  site  coverage  was  rejected  for  it  precluded  development  of  a 
garden-like  pedestrian  area  at  the  rear  of  the  ground  level.    Lesser  coverage 
and  additional  floors,  resulting  in  a  taller  and  slimmer  profile,  were 
considered  but  rejected  because  such  plans  resulted  in  individual  floors  being 
smaller  than  the  general  market  demands  and  because  of  a  loss  of  office  space 
due  to  an  expanded  internal  service  core.    On-site  housing  was  considered  and 
rejected  because  the  site  was  considered  inappropriate  for  housing  as  the  site 
vicinity  has  no  residential  services  or  amenities  and  the  developer  was  not 
aware  of  any  plans  for  the  provision  of  such  services  at  the  time  of  project 
planning.    (The  Redevelopment  Plan  for  Rincon  Point-South  Beach  designates  the 
southern  part  of  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  block  for  housing  but  there  are 
no  firm  plans  for  implementation  at  this  time.    This  site  is  still  used  by  the 
Postal  Service.)    Expensive  excavation  would  be  necessary  for  the  residential 
parking  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code,  the  proximity  of  the  freeway 
off-ramp  was  considered  inimical  to  a  residential  environment,  and  the  site 
was  considered  to  be  too  small  for  a  successfully  compatible  office  and 
housing  combination.    These  alternatives  as  well  as  ones  conforming  with  the 
requirements  recommended  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  May  1981,  published 
by  the  Department  of  City,  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Yes    No  Disc. 

X 
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E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE: 


Yes    No  Disc. 


Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a 
fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below  self- 
sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or 
animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major 
periods  of  California  history  or  prehistory? 

Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 
environmental  goals? 

Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?    (Analyze  in  the  light 
of  past  projects,  other  current  projects,  and 
probable  future  projects?) 

Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 
indirectly? 

Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy  con- 
cerning the  possible  environmental  effect  of 
the  project? 
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